Marxism, Not Fascism 

In your April 3rd editorial, "Fascism in America," in which you suggest-that "the United 
States is gradually moving away from free enterprise toward a form of socialism known as 
fascism," and in the articles that followed, you have accomplished what I have always believed 
to be impossible. You have outraged me to such an extent that I have conquered my usual respect 
for the views of others, and am writing a letter in protest. 

Because all fascist movements (Fascismo in Italy, Nazism in Germany, Falange in Spain, 
the Iron Guard in Romania, and Sir Oswald Mosley's British Union of Fascists) were strongly 
nationalistic, pro-military, violently anti-Marxist, and anti-communist, the word "fascist" was 
used by communists, before and after World War II, as a term of political abuse, to discredit their 
political opponents around the world, much the same as was the term "McCarthyism" in 
America. It seems ironic that THE NEW AMERICAN, Of all publications, should blame 
imaginary "New Fascism," instead of Marxism, for the gross financial mismanagement of the 
United States economy, for the catastrophic crisis of national values, and the frightful moral 
disorder, which are the fixtures of contemporary American society.’ 

By most indications Marxism is far from dead. It may hibernate in the former Soviet 
Union and in the countries of Eastern Europe, but it is alive, fully alert, and thriving in the 
United States -- in the "elite" news media, in the colleges and universities, in churches, in 
Hollywood, and in the governing and influential ranks of the Democratic Party. Its goal is to 
demoralize, disrupt, and then to overthrow the capitalist system and a free American society, and 
to transform this Republic into Marxist dictatorship. 

It is Marxism, not the "New Fascism," that teaches "class warfare," "alienation," 
"victimization," and "envy." It is Marxism, not the "New Fascism," that divides the poor against 
the rich, women against men, ethnic group against ethnic group, homosexuals against 
heterosexuals, and youth against the older generation, with one, and only one objective in mind: 
to destroy society's sense of cultural identity and integrity, and to cause social disorder. 

DR. MICHAEL M. GELDNER 
Redgranite, Wisconsin 


wee 


Dentist Defends Fluoride 

The article "Fluoridation Revisited" in the December 14th issue was filled with specious 
information and half-truths. It reminded me of the tactics used by the environmentalists, and I 
would have felt better if it had been written by one of them. 

Fluoride helps the dentition until all teeth have erupted, usually after age 18. Any loss of 
teeth during that period or later due to damage during that time results in the need for 
replacements such as bridges and partial or full dentures, the effects of which are lifelong. The 
savings due to fluoride has been in the billions. 

I have practiced dentistry and orthodontics for 40 years in communities with no fluoride, 
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natural fluoride, and controlled fluoride addition. I shudder when I think of the pain, suffering, 
tooth loss, and the expense in the non-fluoridated communities. The nearly unanimous support of 
fluoridation by dentists cannot be due to greed, since all dental needs are reduced. 

It is interesting that conservatives want less federal governmental control, and in this case 
each community with a central water supply can decide whether to fluoridate or not. I called the 
water department of Newburgh, New York, and found that they are still fluoridating their water. 
If the claims made by Dr. Rothbard were valid, I'm sure they would have stopped long ago. 

I'm afraid that articles like this may cause some communities to stop fluoridation. One of 
the reasons this could happen is due to the great success of the program. Young parents have no 
idea what earlier generations went through before fluoridation. 

DONALD M. MARTENS, D.D.S. 
Green Bay, Wisconsin 


FRONT PAGE Earth 


Summit Encore 


William Norman Grigg 

Although it received scanty coverage in the major media, the first national follow-up 
conference to last year's Rio "Earth Summit" was held May 25th-28th in Louisville, Kentucky. 
Entitled "From Rio to the Capitols: State Strategies for Sustainable Development," the event 
opened with a lengthy address by Vice President Al Gore and concluded with a speech by Noel 
Brown, the North American regional director for the United Nations Environment Program 
(UNEP). Other marquee names included EPA director Carol Browner and State Department 
nominee Jessica Tuchman Mathews. 

More than 1,200 participants from every state except Hawaii were drawn to Louisville to 
seek instruction regarding state-level implementation of Agenda 21, the 900-page UN 
environmental program produced by the Rio summit. That document mandates the 
comprehensive regulation of all human affairs in order to achieve "sustainable development." 
Barbara Bramble of the National Wildlife Federation captured that ambition in a remark she 
made during her opening night address: "We're here to launch the planet's quality-control 
program." 

"Sustainable Development" 

Although the speakers and participants were emphatic about the necessity of "sustainable 
development" policies, there was little if any specific agreement about a useful definition. Even 
Bramble candidly conceded, "No one is quite sure what sustainable development is, exactly." 
The phrase proved sufficiently malleable to take the form of nearly any imaginable political 
cause -- from the "empowerment" of women to the legalization of marijuana. However, there 
was fundamental agreement among the conference participants that sustainable development will 
require the planet-wide implementation of UN-authored regulations governing the environment, 
the economy, and political life. 

Although many attempt to portray sustainable development as a market-friendly approach 
to environmentalism, the concept bears the unmistakable fingerprints of the Socialist 
International. In 1987, the UN Commission on Environment and Development (UNCED), then 
chaired by Norwegian Prime Minister Gro Harlem Briindtland (who is vice president of the 
Socialist International) made sustainable development a global priority in a report entitled Our 
Common Future. That report contends that mankind will soon meet the "ultimate limits" of the 
planet's "carrying capacity" unless all nations "adopt lifestyles within the planet's ecological 
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means." Furthermore, all economic and political decisions should be made in a framework of 
"inter-generational equity." 

Of course, such decisions are much too important to be left to individuals operating in the 
free market. A vanguard is necessary in order to determine the appropriate "environmental cost" 
of human activity and integrate those costs into the economy. "Environmentally appropriate" 
technologies must be identified and given proper government assistance; thus a global industrial 
policy must be established. In order to assist Third World countries to develop in a "sustainable" 
fashion, more generous economic redistribution is necessary. Above all else, the "unsustainable" 
growth of the human population must be stopped by any "appropriate" means available. 

Although apologists for sustainable development make ritual acknowledgment of the 
value of market mechanisms, their obvious objective is to preempt the operation of those 
mechanisms through the use of regulation and taxation. By placing the word "sustainable" before 
nearly any issue, activists can relentlessly extend the reach of the regulatory state. The 
government magically becomes responsible for "sustainable" agriculture, "sustainable" energy 
policies, "sustainable" transportation, and so on. 

Once the patina of free-market language is removed, sustainable development is just a 
system of central planning, presided over by supervisors who supposedly possess unique and 
unimpeachable insight into the needs of the environment and the best interests of "global 
society." To that end, the UN has created a special 53-member Coal-, mission on Sustainable 
Development to supervise the global implementation of Agenda 21. That commission will 
convene its first session at UN headquarters June 14th-25th. 

"Special Spirit" 

According to UNEP representative Noel Brown, there was a "special spirit" about the 
Louisville conference, the "spirit of Rio [that] can be felt in every comer of the word." It is that 
spirit that animates "grassroots" activism on behalf of Agenda 21 at the local level in the United 
States, making tangible and binding the "soft law" commitments entered into by the U.S. at Rio. 
Explained Brown, "Few governments feel truly empowered to make the commitment required .... 
It is up to people everywhere to empower their leaders to commit the resources necessary to get 
the job done." 

The resources demanded by the UN are substantial: Brown estimates that implementation 
of Agenda 21 will cost at least $125 billion a year; other estimates offer an annual price tag as 
high as $600 billion. Most Americans are disinclined to "empower" their government to spend 
anything resembling such amounts on UN projects. However, the Louisville conference played 
host to hundreds of representatives of the green network, whose job it is to provide "pressure 
from below" on behalf of the UN's objectives. 

Implementation of the global "quality-control program" at the state and local levels will 
require the careful manipulation of public opinion. The uninitiated public must be persuaded that 
skillfully organized demands for regimentation of lifestyles spring from spontaneous concern for 
the earth. Accordingly, a strategic purpose was served by the curious disinterest demonstrated by 
the media toward the Louisville conference: Extensive publicity of the meeting would have 
alerted the green network's potential opposition. As Ronald Bailey explains in his new book 
Ecoscam: The False Prophets of Ecological Apocalypse, "The march toward something like 
world government remains for the most part unacknowledged by the [environmental] 
apocalyptics since they don't want to alarm the public." 

In spite of the low profile, however, local members of the John Birch Society in 
Louisville were not caught off guard. While the conference was being held, JBS members 
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warned against environmental hysteria by distributing thousands of flyers and placing ads on 
several Louisville radio stations. 

Perhaps the desire to avoid public alarm explains the fact that the Louisville conference 
manifest little of the flamboyant pagan apocalypticism so evident in Rio. Some influence of the 
birkenstock culture was evident: Ponytailed men were visible at nearly every turn; ethereal New 
Age music provided the prelude for every plenary session. Among the scores of displays offered 
in the exhibition hall, one of the most popular w.as a booth presented by NORML, a group that 
seeks the legalization of marijuana. Globalist lobbies were also well-represented in the exhibition 
hall. But such exhibits were offered protective camouflage by the dozens of displays set up by 
business interests seeking to capitalize on public interest in the "green market." 

NGO Network 

Attendees in Louisville assembled in 12 "regional forums" to compose sustainable 
development strategies. The. recommendations offered in the various forums were collated and 
presented in the final plenary session. The compiled reports compose a comprehensive schematic 
for state and local implementation of Agenda 21. 

The apparent consensus of the regional representatives was that state and local 
governments should create councils modeled after environmental "round tables" presently in use 
in Canada. Like their Canadian counterparts, the American environmental councils would be 
invested with policy-making authority and the ability to influence the decisions of elected bodies. 
Prominent in such councils would be representatives of non-governmental organizations 
(NGOs), which include green lobbies and related pressure groups. The role of the NGOs is to 
create "facts on the ground" through local activism and constant consultation with the UN. 

The regional reports also recommended that state and local councils maintain strong links 
with the Citizen's Network for Sustainable Development, a coalition of environmental and other 
leftist groups that was called the Citizen's Network for UNCED prior to the Rio summit. The 
network now describes itself as a focal point for efforts to "monitor and enforce" the agreements 
that were signed in Rio. 

At the Rio meeting members of the American Citizen's Network joined 'with NGOs from 
other nations in signing a set of "alternative treaties" intended to set the terms of future policy 
debates. Journalist Walter Mead notes, "These alternative treaties are the future. They spell out 
principles that will shape world debate in Rio's aftermath, and many 'radical' ideas will end up 
enshrined in international law." 

Although Agenda 21 manages to baptize nearly every familiar leftist objective as an issue 
of sustainable development, the alternative treaties go further still -- sometimes venturing into 
politically correct gestures that defy parody. (For instance, the treaties mention "the right of all 
mammals to be breast-fed.") If they do nothing else, the treaties serve to "heighten the 
contradictions" of the environmental debate by dragging it inexorably leftward. 

Even more ominously, the alternative treaties document produced in Rio states, "Some 
legal experts are saying that the nature of the NGO treaty process helps to legitimize the NGO 
sector in international jurisprudence." 

Although the NGOs have no representative mandate and are utterly unaccountable, they 
enjoy the institutional favor of UN organizations and some American political leaders. They are 
"grassroots" movements that are carefully irrigated with Establishment funds: NGO leaders Peter 
Padbury and Maximo Kalaw report that "billions of dollars flow through NGOs" worldwide. In 
her plenary address at Louisville, Jessica Tuchman Mathews, a former vice president of the 
World Resources Institute who was recently nominated to serve as deputy undersecretary for 
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global affairs in the U.S. State Department, explained that the Clinton Administration "will make 
unprecedented use of NGOs" in environmental initiatives and other matters of global policy. 
The Alaskan Model 

Alaska's proposed strategy for implementation of Agenda 21 may prefigure future 
developments in other states. Maurice Strong, who served as chairman of the Rio conference, 
visited Alaska last October during the state's third annual "Frontier Thinking Conference." 
During his visit Strong challenged Alaska Governor Walter Hickel (who is regarded in some 
quarters as an independent conservative) to "become a leader in the sustainable development 
movement and create an Agenda 21 for Alaska." This "challenge" was readily accepted by 
Hickel. 

Malcolm Roberts, Hickel's special policy assistant, told THE NEW AMERICAN that the 
governor is not only an old friend of Maurice Strong but also a veteran UN activist. At the 
request of the UN, Hickel and Roberts traveled to Australia in 1971 to persuade reluctant 
Australian leaders to attend the 1972 UN environmental conference in Stockholm. 

The proposed Alaskan Agenda 21 framework recommends that an "advisory committee 
of elders ... who have insight into the long-term sustainability of Alaska" be established with the 
mandate to create an economic development plan. It urges the state government to "ensure the 
involvement of NGOs in all activities and processes related to sustainable development" (which 
includes just about everything) and suggests that "it may be necessary to adopt legislative 
measures which would enable NGOs to protect the public interest ... through legal action." This 
state regime -- which amounts to UN-directed central economic and social planning enforced by 
unaccountable political lobbies -- was proudly offered as a model at Louisville by Rosemary Van 
Der Laan, president of the Alaska chapter of the UN Association of the USA. 

Business Council 

Another significant element of the green network is the Business Council for Sustainable 
Development (BCSD), which was represented in Louisville by David Buzzelli of Dow Chemical 
Company. (UNCED chairman Maurice Strong, who made his fortune in the Canadian oil 
industry, is also a member of the BCSD.) Organized in 1990 by Swiss industrialist Stephan 
Schmidheiny, the mission of the BCSD is twofold: to promote sustainable development practices 
in the "global business community" and to encourage more intimate cooperation between 
business and government at the transnational level. The BCSD works closely with the United 
Nations Development Program and UNEP in the effort to introduce UN-approved environmental 
programs in developing countries. It will also have a significant voice in the creation of policies 
intended to "internalize environmental costs" in economic transactions. In 1991 the BCSD 
published a manifesto entitled Changing Course, a blueprint for global corporatism that earned 
the approval of Gro Harlem Briindtland. 

Fred Smith of the Competitive Enterprise Institute told THE NEW AMERICAN that 
many of the CEOs who have joined the BCSD are acting out of fear or simple opportunism: 
"They are making the best deal they can for themselves within the corporatist framework. They 
can afford radical environmentalism; smaller businesses, which create most of the jobs in our 
economy, can't afford such a luxury." 

Smith describes the BCSD as a "stalking horse for those who want to regulate every 
human economic transaction." Smith predicts that collusion between transnational government 
and transnational business interests will lead to the creation of "green cartels" that will stifle 
competition and productivity. Indeed, the BCSD's own literature expresses the desire to 
"facilitate the establishment of profitable new businesses, jointly owned by public authorities and 
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private companies...." 
"Central Organizing Principle" 

Business leaders who attended Vice President Al Gore's opening address in Louisville 
were told that environmental correctness is the key to profit. According to Gore, "We are on the 
verge of significant changes, not just in our country but in our world. And those states and those 
nations which do the best job Of trying to look ahead are going to be those states and those 
nations which best prepare their people for the future and their businesses for the opportunities 
to earn profits from the new challenges that lie directly ahead." 

Gore presented the bulk of his address by wandering untethered across the stage, using a 
wireless microphone in the style of a motivational speaker and gesturing at the big-screen 
television slide show he presented with an infrared pointer. His show began with a video 
montage of earth photographs set to treacly New Age music; it ended with a second montage set 
to the strains of "We Shall Overcome." It was the perfect MTV-era multimedia political speech. 

Voltaire observed that the best way to be a bore is to tell everything; Gore followed this 
advice faithfully. Gore's speech was swollen and tedious, consisting of a lengthy examination of 
material from his book, Earth in the Balance. The Vice President contends that humanity in 
general -- and America in-particular -- needs to "redefine its relationship with the Earth." 
Specifically, the growth of the human population must be reduced, severe controls must be 
placed upon industry, and a global government must impose "a single shared goal as the central 
organizing principle for every institution in society...." That "shared goal" is to be "saving the 
global environment." 

Surrendering Sacred Beliefs 

To sustain this oppressive regime Gore urges people to surrender their traditional 
Judeo-Christian beliefs in favor of a new "environmentalism of the spirit." Louisville provided 
ample illustration that the rhetoric of sustainable development offers both the iron of 
authoritarian political controls and the incense of New Age "spirituality." Writing in the EPA 
Journal, Russell E. Train, former EPA administrator and present chair of the World Wildlife 
Fund, captured that peculiar rhetorical alloy in this description of the ethics of interdependence: 

Environmental ethics are founded on an awareness that humanity is part of nature and 

that nature's myriad parts are interdependent. In any natural community, the 

well-being of the individual and of each species is tied to the well-being of the 

whole .... It is only within such a framework that sustainable development will be 

achieved. 

In this vision of "interdependence" there is no role for the Judeo-Christian concept of 
God-given individual rights -- and it was within this intellectual framework that the Louisville 
discussions took place. 

The leaders of some "mainline" denominations are prepared to jettison the 
Judeo-Christian tradition altogether. From its booth at the Louisville meeting the National 
Council of Churches (NCC) distributed a publication entitled 101 Ways to Help Save the Earth. 
The booklet included a section entitled "Fifty-Two Weeks of Congregational Activities to Save 
the Earth" -- a religious calendar devoted to earth worship. No mention is made of Easter, 
Christmas, or other Christian holidays. The calendar does offer a deracinated Thanksgiving, a 
day on which worshipers are urged to "give thanks for the gift of food from the environment and 
for those who produce it." The Pilgrims, who rounded the holiday as a gesture of gratitude to the 
Lord and Creator of the Universe, would notice a peculiar omission in the NCC's formulation. 

In place of Christian observances, the NCC suggests a month-long festival for Earth Day, 
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the transmutation of Mother's Day into "Gaia Day," congregational observance of "World 
Environment Day" and the "Environmental Sabbath," and regular sermons condemning sundry 
sins against political correctness. The NCC may yet go as far as the French revolutionaries, who 
dispensed with the traditional calendar altogether and replaced it with seasons named after the 
various aspects of nature. After all, if people are allowed to retain their roots in the 
Judeo-Christian tradition, the state will never entirely eliminate the peculiar American devotion 
to liberty. 

The nexus between eco-socialism and mysticism was displayed in the Louisville address 
of Chief Oren Lyon, "Faithkeeper" for the Turtle Clan of the Onondaga Indian tribe and 
honorary "Goodwill Ambassador for the Earth." In his remarks, Chief Lyon skillfully melded 
enigmatic Indian allusions with UN bureaucratese; the product was irresistible to the Louisville 
crowd, and many in Lyon's audience were visibly moved by the speech. 

Chief Lyon began by invoking the "mandate of the seventh generation" decreed by the 
"Great Peacekeeper" who founded the Iroquois Confederacy: All decisions must be made in light 
of their impact upon the next seven generations. This "mandate" assumes that a ruling elite has 
reliable insight governing the next 240 years of human development -- which may be possible in 
those societies that eschew technological progress in favor of a static existence as part of the 
"web of life." 

Lyon asserted that prior to Columbus' arrival, the indigenous peoples of the Americas 
lived in harmonious interdependence with nature. Although the United States has prospered 
under capitalism and achieved social stability under the Judeo-Christian tradition, Lyon avers 
that the "global environmental crisis" is compelling us to consult the wisdom of ancient 
indigenous leaders. 

Although Chief Lyon appeared entirely sincere in his belief that humankind must live in 
intimate harmony with nature, his own career manifests a different set of priorities. Lyon made 
frequent reference to the struggle of "indigenous" peoples to retain their sovereignty and cultural 
distinctiveness, yet for two decades he has labored to bring indigenous peoples under UN 
jurisdiction. He has attended environmental conferences in Rio, Stockholm, and other venues not 
easily accessible by foot, canoe, or other natural means of transportation. 

Lyons is an acquaintance of Mikhail Gorbachev, whom he met through the "Global 
Forum of Spiritual and Parliamentary Leaders for Human Survival." At that organization's 1990 
Moscow conference, Gorbachev announced his interest in the creation of the "Green Cross" 
global environmental organization, which was officially inaugurated at the Global Forum's April 
meeting in Kyoto, Japan. The April conference carried the title, "Value Change for Survival," 
and the UN-directed effort to change human values was a prominent topic in Louisville. Lyon 
declared, "Societies all over the world must re-think their priorities, and the biggest change must 
come right here in America." 

Those Innocent Children 

One anecdote shared by Lyon involved an advertisement he had seen in which a toy 
company president remarked that "my most ruthless salesmen are the five-year-olds." Lyon 
declared that he was "astonished" by the "corruption and exploitation of children for corporate 
profit" and complained, "They are developing the next generation of consumers." He contrasted 
this ad with the communal values that supposedly typify the "indigenous" worldview: "The 
indigenous peoples of the Western Hemisphere understand the ethics of sharing; you as members 
of American society share the ethics embodied in that ad." Predictably, Lyon offered no criticism 
for the political exploitation of children, a favored tactic of the environmental movement. 
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Agenda 21 refers to the ability of children "to mobilize support" for environmental 
regulation and suggests that indoctrinated children are "effective focal points for sensitization of 
communities to environmental issues." Chapter 25 of the document instructs, "Each country 
should, in consultation with its youth communities, establish a process to promote dialogue 
between the youth community and Government at all levels." Furthermore, "Each country and 
the United Nations should support the promotion and creation of mechanisms to involve youth 
participation in all United Nations processes...." 

Isabel Abrams of Caretakers of the Environment International/USA also attended the 
Louisville conference, and, like the salesman mentioned by Lyon, also believes that children 
make the most ruthless salesmen. Abrams told THE NEW AMERICAN, "If we educate the 
youth, they simultaneously educate their parents. They also can approach business and political 
leaders with great audacity." She was delighted with the prospect of raising a new generation of 
"global citizens." 

According to Abrams, "Youth haven't become attached to a particular set of political 
loyalties. If we help them acquire a global perspective, they will take that view into adulthood." 
American affiliates of Caretakers have been established in some 11 states. The organization's 
board of directors includes UN Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali and U.S. Senators Paul Simon 
(D-IL) and John McCain (R-AZ). 

This July, Cincinnati will be the site of the first "National Youth Environmental 
Summit," sponsored by various nonprofit corporations and government agencies. The event will 
offer young environmentalists the opportunity to become "Partners for the Planet" and help 
compose a "formal youth plan of action [which] will be presented to President Clinton and the 
United Nations." Youth who attend that meeting may obtain their own copies of the "youth 
interpretation" of Agenda 21, which has been prepared by young environmentalists in Louisville. 

Progressive Model 

When he arrived in Louisville, Vice President Gore remarked to Kentucky Governor 
Brereton Jones that the state is becoming a "progressive" model for the country. Much of the 
credit for this dubious honor goes to Lilialyce Akers, a member of the national board of the 
United Nations Association for the United States of America and a professor of sociology and 
women's studies at the University of Louisville. Akers attended the Rio summit, where she 
became acquainted with then-Senator Gore, as well as former EPA chief William Reilly and UN 
Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali. It was Akers who persuaded Governor Jones to bring the Rio 
follow-up conference to Louisville. 

Akers has used her position as an educator to evangelize relentlessly on behalf of the UN. 
She has been instrumental in the creation of an interdisciplinary sustainable development 
institute at the University of Louisville. Next year Akers will teach a class on global 
environmentalism that will use as a text the UNCED publication, Our Common Future. 

But Akers' attention is not confined to college students. Through her efforts, thousands of 
copies of the Rio "Earth Pledge" were distributed in Louisville public schools by the local 
eco-kids. Akers enthuses, "I've got boxes of signed pledges that I'm going to send to the 
Secretary-General [of the United Nations]." She will also compose a formal report on the 
Louisville conference that will be presented to Boutros-Ghali. 

Akers is confident that the rising generation will be full-fledged "global citizens." She 
told THE NEW AMERICAN: "We live in a global environment. We don't even live in states any 
longer -- we're living in a global environment -- we're living in an era in which our economies 
are becoming really transparent; they're no longer just national economies. And students have to 
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become part of that global community. I think it's really important that they look beyond local 
sovereignty to understand their responsibilities to the larger community." 

The Louisville conference attracted hundreds of activists, educators, and political leaders 
who share Akers' convictions and ambitions. Most of them are intelligent, personable 
individuals, although they are laboring on behalf of elites who regard the common run of 
humanity to be an eczema on the planet. 

The green network is well-connected, well-organized, and deadly serious about the 
establishment of a global environmental regime. A second national eco-summit is planned for 
Arizona in 1995. If present trends continue unchallenged, those who attend the Arizona 
conference will have much to celebrate. 

Fred Smith of the Competitive Enterprise. Institute was among the tiny handful of 
genuine market advocates allowed to participate in the discussions at Louisville. Smith is 
concerned that, despite the intellectual poverty and daunting expense of apocalyptic 
environmentalism, "We [market advocates] are losing this debate." In a fair and legitimate 
debate, Smith and others of his caliber would prevail with little difficulty. But as market-oriented 
environmentalist Edward C. Krug has pointed out, "Environmentalism is not a science but a 
socioeconomic revolution." It is generously subsidized and carefully husbanded by elites seeking 
to consolidate a world government under UN control. Opponents of the global green regime 
should anticipate a protracted campaign of political trench warfare as Agenda 21 takes root at the 
state and local levels. 


REVIEW OF THE NEWS 


Budget Edges by House 

Pulling out all stops with last-minute changes (some of them illusory), hardselling, and 
compromises, the White House edged its budget package past the House of Representatives by a 
219 to 213 vote. Considering the Democratic 80-vote margin in the House, the desperately 
fought-for deal was quite narrow and not assured until the last moment when the President told 
hedging moderate Democrats that significant changes would be made in the Senate, especially 
more spending cuts. 

In the House vote, all Republicans and 38 Democrats voted against the President's tax 
bill. That package, according to Congressional Budget Office numbers, includes the largest tax 
hike in history, some $270 billion over five years. Democrats and the White House claimed that 
it represented the largest deficit reduction ever, $496 billion over five years; that claim is based 
on a projected reduction in the rate of increase of deficit spending. 

The House bill included: a smaller increase in a corporate tax than originally proposed; a 
new tax on the heat content of fuel; an increase in the top income tax rate; taxing a larger portion 
of Social Security benefits; making all wages subject to Medicare payroll taxes; creation of a 
direct federal loan guarantee to students; and an expansion of the earned income tax credit 
program. 

The so-called restraint mechanism to curb Social Security, Medicare, and other 
"entitlements," which helped the White House gain its slim margin, is not a real cap on spending. 
It is instead a series of steps whereby, if spending exceeds the targets, the increase must be paid 
for through the President's choice of a tax increase, spending cut, or borrowing -- which would 
be voted on by Congress. The Congress also could choose its own method. In short, business as 
usual. 

The White House must really be color conscious: As the spending package went to the 
Senate, some noticed that Diesel fuel was slated to be color-coded for heat content and thus the 
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appropriate tax; there would be inspectors to track the green, red, and purple fuels, for example. 
Color truckers blue. 
Presidential Gaffes 

It was not a good PR period for Mr. Clinton, with gaffes including "Scalpgate" aboard 
"Hair" Force One, as well as "Travelgate," all of which contributed to a measly 36 percent 
approval rating after four months in office. First, the President held up air traffic over Los 
Angeles International airport for nearly an hour while getting a $200 haircut on the tarmac from 
a Hollywood stylist. Then, there was the summary firing of the entire White House travel office 
(since partially rescinded), which involved the appearance that the President was trying to toss 
the travel business to a relative. 

Trying to call off the dogs, the President announced the beginnings of an internal 
shake-up. David Gergen, a U.S. News & World Report editor who served GOP Presidents 
Nixon, Ford, and Reagan, was named communications director and presidential counselor, with 
former communications chief George Stephanopoulos becoming a senior adviser to Mr. Clinton. 
(For a perspective on Gergen, see page 44.) 

Perot Assault 

Former independent presidential candidate Ross Perot, who had largely been holding his 
fire against Bill Clinton since the election, unleashed salvos questioning the President's 
capability to hold office. "What we have here," said the Texas businessman to interviewer David 
Frost, "is a person who does not have the background or experience for the most difficult job in 
the world." Perot continued: "If you were interviewing him for your company, and you had a 
medium-sized company, you wouldn't consider giving him a job anywhere above middle 
management." 

It is not, said the billionaire, that Bill Clinton could not eventually make the grade, "but 
his background doesn't give him those skills now. He has a learning curve in Washington that's 
like a cliff." Referring to the White House travel office controversy as a "political payoff and to 
the publicized $200 haircut, Perot added that Mr. Clinton's Arkansas experience "is not relevant 
to what you have to do to run the most complex government probably in the word .... He's 
learned the hard way, you can't do that. Then, bringing your cousin in and bringing in the travel 
agency that bailed you out when you were broke in your campaign. That's fine in Arkansas. 
That's not fine in Washington." 

Favored Status for Beijing 

Mr. Clinton extended most favored nation trade status (MFN) to Beijing, indicating that 
further extensions would be dependent on progress in the areas of human rights and arms control. 
Producing a much weaker response than he affected during the campaign, Mr. Clinton explained 
his executive order during a Rose Garden "town meeting" on television: "I want to support 
modernization in China, and it's a great opportunity for America there. But I want to make it 
clear to them that there has got to be some progress on human rights and the use of prison labor.' 

Beijing issued a statement of protest to Mr. Clinton's handling of the MFN extension, 
saying it was "an open violation" of a standing Sino-U.S. agreement that "can only seriously 
impair Sino-U.S. relations and economic and trade cooperation, which eventually will hurt the 
vital interests of the United States." Red China has risen from 35th to seventh among U.S. 
trading partners, with 40 percent of the toys sold in the U.S. coming from the land where more 
than one million people are known to be kept in "reeducation" camps. 

Meanwhile, when Chinese dissident Shen Tong wanted to hold a news conference at the 
UN at the invitation of the United Nations Correspondents Association, he was barred by the 
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secretary-general at Beijing's request and forced to hold his briefing on New York streets. Then 
Boutros Boutros-Ghali commented on how committed he was to a free press around the world. 
Cantankerous Nominations 

Two controversial left-wing nominations to major federal positions, one which passed 
with difficulty and one which was withdrawn, entangled the White House, Capitol Hill, and 
interest groups in biting animosity. 

San Francisco supervisor and lesbian activist Roberta Achtenberg was successfully 
confirmed, 58 to 31, to become assistant secretary of the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development in charge of the Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity. Charges were 
raised that Achtenberg would use that office -- as she had in other political jobs -- to advance 
homosexual causes. Achtenberg, whose lover is a female judge, fought to keep "gay" bathhouses 
open in San Francisco despite their being a breeding ground for AIDS, and sought to ban the Boy 
Scouts from United Way funding or access to public schools because the Scouts do not permit 
homosexual scoutmasters. Senator Orrin Hatch (R-UT), an opponent, remarked that Achtenberg 
"has thereby shown that she will use government to promote a private agenda. In the name of 
diversity, she would impose an oppressive uniformity on the vast range of voluntary private 
associations." 

With another nominee, whose public positions on racial and voting issues were causing 
consternation even with moderates and some liberals in his own party, the President cut his 
potential losses by withdrawing the faltering nomination of Lani Guinier, a University of 
Pennsylvania law professor, to be head of the Justice Department's civil rights division. Although 
he had been warned that the nomination would cause difficulties, Mr. Clinton went ahead with 
Guinier, only to pull back when the heat rose on the woman some called a "quota queen" and on 
her writings (which the President claimed not to have previously read). 

In announcing the reversal, the President made reference to an article by Guinier, which 
appeared in the University of Michigan Law Review in 1991, in which Guinier, according to the 
President, seems to be "arguing for principles of proportional representation and minority veto as 
general remedies that I think inappropriate as general remedies and anti-democratic, very 
difficult to defend." Liberal black and women's groups were harshly critical of Mr. Clinton for 
retreating under fire, even before the professor was accorded a Senate heating. 

UN War Crimes Tribunal 

Persons accused of crimes in the former Yugoslavia may be brought before a war crimes 
tribunal established by the United Nations, the first such panel since the Nuremberg trials 
following World War II. The international court, with members from 11 countries chosen by the 
UN General Assembly, is to be established in The Hague, and came after the United States, 
Russia, Britain, France, and Spain pressed for approval in the UN Security Council, which then 
concurred unanimously. Various UN human rights reports have charged all sides in the war in 
Bosnia-Hercegovina with atrocities, though the bulk of the accusations has been against Serbs. 

Jail terms may be leveled against those found guilty of such crimes as rape, murder, and 
"ethnic cleansing," but not the death penalty. Defendants will not be allowed to plead that they 
were acting under orders of superiors, nor will they be able to plead that subordinates carried out 
the alleged crimes. All UN members are obliged, under threat of sanctions, to arrest and hand 
over any accused, though such persons will not be tried in absentia. 

U.S. Ambassador to the UN Madeleine Albright, implicitly acknowledging the difficulty 
of bringing any accused before the court, stated: "The tribunal will issue indictments whether or 
not suspects can be taken into custody. They will become international pariahs. While these 
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individuals may be able to hide within the borders of Serbia or parts of Bosnia or Croatia, they 
will be imprisoned for the rest of their lives within their own land." 

How, one wonders, will this affect those that the U.S. has accused of war crimes, but who 
have also been involved in peace negotiations, sometimes at the UN itself? 

Elections in Cambodia 

Although anti-election violence threatened by the boycotting Khmer Rouge largely did 
not occur, other problems resulted after the Cambodian voting. The election was organized by 
the United Nations, which has a 22,000-member peacekeeping force in the country. The 
government in Phnom Penh, which was installed by the Vietnamese communists 14 years ago 
(and which itself has perpetrated violence against opponents) threatened to reject the balloting 
results. With some 90 percent of the vote in, the royalist opposition led the government by 46 
percent to 38 percent. The FUNCINPEC opposition, an acronym for the National United Front 
for an Independent, Neutral Peaceful and Cooperative Cambodia, was founded by Prince 
Norodom Sihanouk, and has favored reconciliation with the Khmer Rouge, which led a reign of 
terror during the mid-1970s. The ruling Cambodian People's Party told the UN, "We cannot 
accept the electoral process that is now under way," and called for new voting in at least four of 
the 21 provinces. 

UN officials reported that Sihanouk was trying to negotiate a settlement between the 
government and the royalist opposition, in which he has no formal position. Communist Chinese 
diplomats floated stories indicating that the Khmer Rouge held back from disrupting the 
elections in order to get into a coalition arranged by Sihanouk. Yet another scenario, presented 
by an expert on Cambodia with anti-communist credentials, foresaw a possibility of 
communist-instigated violence escalating to the point that "ethnic cleansing" could be charged, 
thus prompting an invasion by Vietnam. 

Adding to post-election confusion, Sihanouk announced he was taking power in a 
coalition government that would include the Phnom Pehn incumbents, then reversed himself 
hours later, saying: "Given that certain Khmer and UN foreigners are saying that the new 
government amounts to a constitutional coup, I renounce from forming and presiding over the 
national government of Cambodia." Sihanouk remarked that the two leading parties in the 
election bore "all responsibility for the possibility of bloodletting and tragedy." 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


NATION Tax-funded 
Electioneering 

A distressing pattern has emerged in recent decades as our central government first 
creates problems, then works to solve them as wastefully, bureaucratically, and ineffectively as 
possible so that the problems remain to serve as excuses for even more spending, bureaucracy, 
and regulation. 

Laws supposedly intended to reduce racial animosity have instead heightened 
race-related tensions. Money poured into welfare schemes, rather than reducing poverty, have 
made so many Americans dependent on Washington for their daily bread that the nation's capital 
has been called the "New Plantation." Federal financing (and control) of education has triggered 
an educational crisis of monumental proportions. And so it goes. In one instance after another, it 
is difficult to think of any significant problem the federal government has actually solved. On the 
other hand, many come to mind that have been made worse by federal intervention -- including 
campaign financing. 

Congressional attempts over the years to determine how money should be raised and 
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spent in presidential and congressional campaigns have predictably failed to improve matters, 
and that very failure has given the Clinton Administration an excuse to propose yet another 
"solution" that will, if adopted, serve mainly to further augment Washington's control over the 
electoral process. 

Much of the actual or perceived corruption in contemporary political campaigning results 
from attempts by candidates to slip through loopholes and otherwise circumvent the provisions 
of election laws that should never have been passed in the first place. The Federal Election 
Commission (FEC) has much in common with the Internal Revenue Service when it comes to 
vague laws and massive, expensive paperwork. Political scientist Herbert C. Alexander, a 
leading authority on campaign financing, has written that the maze of campaign spending laws 
administered by the FEC "increases the need for professionals -- accountants, lawyers and other 
skilled individuals -- to help candidates" comply with the ever-increasing complexity of 
campaign regulations. It is, Professor Alexander contends, a detrimental process that works to 
"chill enthusiasm for citizen participation ... since non-knowledgeable amateurs may easily 
violate the law." 

It is somewhat ironic, and not a little frightening, that the American people have 
collectively allowed the electoral process -- the chief means by which they can control their 
government -- to become so heavily regulated by government itself. 

The Plan 

On May 7th, President Clinton and Democratic congressional leaders announced that 
they had reached agreement on a campaign finance reform package. In most respects, their 
creation is merely a clone of the bill vetoed last year by President Bush. Its key provisions 
include: 

¢ "Voluntary" spending limits (the Supreme Court has ruled involuntary limits 
unconstitutional) of $600,000 for House members and from $1.2 million to $5.5 million for 
senators, depending on a state's population. Compliant candidates would, for the first time, 
qualify for partial public funding, including federal communications "vouchers" that could be 
applied to the costs of media advertising, printing, and postage. The spending limits would' be 
indexed for inflation and would be increased should a compliant candidate win a competitive 
primary, be targeted by a negative independent-expenditure campaign, or face an opponent who 
balks at the spending cap. 

¢ Presidential candidates could receive no more than $1,000 from a political action 
committee (PAC). Senate candidates could collect up to $2,500 per PAC for a primary and 
another $2,500 for a general election. House candidates could, as they do now, receive up to 
$5,000 per PAC per election. 

* Incumbent legislators would be barred from accepting contributions from anyone who 
has lobbied them (or an aide) during the previous year. Officials of the executive branch could 
not give to a sitting President's campaign for one year, but could contribute to party committees. 

* Compliant House candidates could raise no more than one-third of their spending limit 
in contributions larger than $200, while those on the Senate side could qualify for federal aid by 
raising 20 percent of their limit in contributions of less than $250. 

¢ State and national parties would be prohibited from spending unregulated "soft" money 
to influence federal elections. For the two-year 1991-92 election cycle, soft-money expenditures 
totaled around $85 million for the national and congressional party committees, but did not count 
against the formal $55 million spending limit imposed on each major party's campaign. For 
example, the $30 million-plus spent by the Democratic Party to build a "grassroots" state party 
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network that clearly benefited candidate Clinton was not counted as part of the $55 million legal 
limit. And the President-elect's two-day "economic summit" in mid-December cost the party 
more than $300,000, but did not count against the limit. As Congressional Quarterly for May 
15th noted, such activities "were paid for with funds no presidential candidate could spend or 
accept," an indication of how meaningless the much-ballyhooed spending ceiling on tax-funded 
presidential elections has become in actual practice. 

Incumbent Protection 

In a recent op-ed column, Dr. Barry M. Casper, who has worked on campaign reform 
legislation since 1991 and is a visiting professor at the University of California-San Diego, 
asserted that it "is shocking how precisely the House leaders shaped the bill to fit present 
incumbent fund-raising practices and to perpetuate incumbent financial advantages." For 
instance, a Los Angeles Times study of 1990 campaign spending found that, on the average, 
House incumbents spent $390,000, with those in close contests averaging $557,000. Casper 
points out that the proposed $600,000 "cap remarkably fits incumbent practice," and that to call 
this real reform "is like saying that a bartender who announces a 10-drink limit is effectively 
curbing drunkenness." 

The matching-funds provision of the Administration proposal also works to the 
advantage of incumbents. The first $200 of an individual or PAC donation to a compliant 
candidate is to be matched by a communications "voucher," to a maximum of $200,000. Dr. 
Casper believes that "incumbents will have no trouble taking advantage of the full $200,000 
bonanza, whereas challengers will rarely be able to do so." In 1990 "major party challengers who 
made it to the general election raised an average of only $111,000," which means that future 
challengers are likely to "fall far short of the full matching amount. It will be incumbents who 
benefit the most." 

The price tag for financing congressional elections with tax dollars was pegged last year 
at $150 million by the Congressional Budget Office, but most analysts outside government 
believe it will reach or exceed $200 million. The money is to come, the President has said, from 
an increase (from $1 to $5) in the taxpayer checkoff for federal elections and repeal of the 
existing tax exemption for lobbying expenses. 

A Step at a Time 

The Revenue Act of 1971, a companion measure to that year's Federal Election 
Campaign Reform Act (FECA), was the first formal step on the road to taxpayer-funded federal 
elections. It authorized public funding of presidential general election campaigns. Three years 
later, in the wake of Watergate, the most sweeping campaign finance bill ever enacted modified 
the FECA by, among other things, creating the FEC and extending public financing to 
presidential primary campaigns and party nominating conventions. Campaign "reformers" have 
been striving ever since to drag congressional elections into the public-funding tent. The 
President's bill would begin the process. 

Tax-funded electioneering works to the disadvantage of those candidates so committed to 
constitutional precepts that they will not, on principle, accept the government largesse. Should 
public financing of congressional elections be implemented, the pressure on such conservative 
candidates to comply would be substantial. Yet, by doing so, they would be ideologically 
compromised. How, for instance, could they thereafter oppose federal aid to education, or the 
arts, or anything else on principle when they themselves have accepted federal aid in order to get 
elected? 

Public financing compels taxpayers to underwrite candidates whom they do not 
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necessarily support. Moreover, it is predicated on the absurd notion that there must be something 
wrong with spending one's own money on candidates of one's own choice, but that it is 
honorable for the federal government to extract tax dollars from the wallets of taxpayers and 
send them to candidates which many of those taxpayers oppose. 

The Price We Pay 

In the wake of those early-1970s campaign reform laws, spending in Senate races 
increased nearly fivefold from 1976 to 1986 (House races merely tripled). The average Senate 
contest now averages round $4 million, and fiercely competitive battles can easily exceed $10 
million. This phenomenon can be directly traced to the departure from sound constitutional 
principle. 

The issue that nearly upended the Constitutional Convention in 1787 was how best to 
protect the interests of both large and small states. The large states preferred to have population 
determine a state's representation in the new legislature. But the small states favored a plan under 
which all states would have equal representation. Eventually, Connecticut delegate Roger 
Sherman proposed, and the Convention adopted, what historians term the "Great Compromise": 
Have the population represented in the lower house (the House of Representatives) and the states 
represented as equals in the upper house (the Senate). House members were to be elected by the 
popular vote of the people, but senators were to be selected by their state legislators to represent 
the state and assure that the rights and interests of the state were protected. Under this system, a 
bill could not he passed by Congress unless it was supported by a majority of the states (the 
Senate) as well as by a majority of the people (the House). 

Ratification of the 17th Amendment in 1913 effectively shattered the "balance of powers" 
concept which resulted from the Great Compromise by requiring that senators, like 
representatives, be elected by popular vote. This radical step transformed the Senate from a body 
representing state interests to little more than a second House of Representatives. Since then, 
there has been no meaningful federal entity specifically assigned to guard state sovereignty 
against federal usurpation and intrusion. And, since Senate candidates must now appeal to all 
voters, rather than the relatively small number of state legislators, the cost of campaigning has 
become staggering. 

*K * *K 

The attempt to keep politicians from evading election laws has usually proved as futile as 
keeping criminals from circumventing gun control laws. Throughout the history of election 
reform laws, those sufficiently determined to channel money to political causes have had little 
trouble conniving ways to do so regardless of the law. Conservative columnist and political 
activist Phyllis Schlafly has rightly written that the "best way to keep congressional elections 
'clean' is to keep them as far away as possible from government control and taxpayer financing." 
And William P. Hoar, Washington editor for THE NEW AMERICAN, adds that "the best way to 
reduce the power of special interests is so to limit the size and scope of government as to reduce 
temptation." 

The Administration's campaign reform proposal fails miserably on all counts. 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


NATION Revolutionary 


Appointments 

To begin with, there simply is no constitutional authorization for the federal government 
to stick its nose into many of the areas in which it has become involved, such as education, 
housing, and the broad area known as "civil rights." For this reason, appointees to fill major 
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federal government posts have seldom passed any strict constitutionally based test -- with one 
significant exception. When economics professor and syndicated columnist Walter Williams was 
being suggested as secretary of education in the Reagan Administration, he said he would accept 
the job only if he were given authority to abolish the department. That's our kind of man. 

But two recent nominees for posts in the Clinton Administration are objectionable not 
only because they are willing to accept these posts, but because they obviously have agendas 
beyond the duties they will be asked to perform. 

Roberta Achtenberg 

Roberta Achtenberg won Senate confirmation on May 24th after an unusually 
contentious vote of 58 to 31. She is now the assistant secretary for fair housing and equal 
opportunity for the Department of Housing and Urban Development. She is also a lesbian whose 
appointment makes her the first openly homosexual person to hold a high-level federal post. 

During hearings prior to the vote, Senator Jesse Helms (R-NC) noted that, while she 
served as a member of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Achtenberg supported cutting off 
United Way funding for the local Boy Scouts. Her reasons give evidence of her revolutionary 
bent: The Boy Scouts would not permit homosexual scout leaders and refused to remove a 
reference to God from its oath. 

Achtenberg partisans protest that she should not be criticized for the way she conducts 
her "private life." But there is nothing private about her attack on scouting. Nor, as Helms 
pointed out, was there anything private about her participation in a San Francisco "gay pride" 
parade where she was filmed "hugging and kissing" a female companion. She even brought her 
"lover" to the committee hearing and introduced her to the senators. 

Achtenberg is not just a lesbian, but a homosexual activist. In her new position, how will 
she react to property owners who do not care to rent or sell homes to cohabiting homosexuals? 

Lani Guinier 

For the top civil rights post in the attorney general's office, President Clinton first 
nominated and then dumped University of Pennsylvania law professor Lani Guinier. An expert 
on voting rights laws and their effect on racial minorities, Guinier ardently subscribes to the view 
that the federal government should set the standards for voting in any election in this nation. 

But Guinier has another revolutionary attitude about voting rights. A black herself, she 
sees no merit in the "one-man, one-vote" system that has evolved. Instead she wants a guarantee 
that voting will lead to the election of "authentic blacks." She finds fault with elected black 
representatives who are chosen by white majorities. 

Guinier offers her own system of "proportional representation" that would ensure the 
election of blacks in direct proportion to their population numbers. This would guarantee a fixed 
number of black-held seats at various levels of government. She even proposes "granting blacks 
a minority veto" on a wide array of legislation. 

Far more important than either of these two nominees is the indication of where President 
Clinton wants to take this nation. He campaigned for "change" and most Americans thought that 
he wanted to change the nation's sluggish economic condition. But these and other moves 
demonstrate that the President intends to change the social and moral fiber of the nation as well. 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


WORLD European 
Superstate Advances 

If the Danes last month had voted nej once more, they were told, there would be no more 
chances to approve the Maastricht treaty for European unity. Indeed, the word sent throughout 
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Europe was that if Denmark (which had unexpectedly rejected Maastricht in June 1992) did not 
pass Maastricht in the latest referendum, the treaty itself would have to be scuttled, since it needs 
to be ratified by all 12 European Community (EC) members to take effect. 

Perhaps. But when the Danes last year surprised the EC with the setback to Maastricht -- 
which is named for the Dutch town where the treaty was negotiated in December 1991 -- their 
government would not take no for an answer. Backing treaty passage in Denmark were business 
and financial associations, seven of eight political parties, and virtually all newspapers. 

Denmark's Opt-Outs 

What the Danes voted on this time was not the Maastricht treaty that applies elsewhere: 
Denmark supposedly is allowed to opt out of a joint European defense policy, European 
citizenship, a single currency, and common justice and immigration policies. Yet, when critics of 
Maastricht in Britain argued that the exemptions were legally unenforceable, even a lawyer at the 
European Commission agreed (in a leaked document) that the opt-out arrangement that had been 
agreed to at an Edinburgh summit was, as reported in The European, a ploy to lure Danes. The 
opt-outs were intended to make the treaty seem attractive, but in reality they were weak and 
meaningless. 

As George Melloan remarked in his Wall Street Journal "Global View" column on May 
17th, the opt-outs were contrived at the EC's summit "to bribe the Danes into voting yes. In 
effect, they put before the Danes a treaty that is more anti-Maastricht than Maastricht." Critics 
contend, as The Economist reported in its May 15th issue, "that the referendum is a fraud, since 
not a comma has been changed in the treaty itself (the opt-outs are tacked on separately)." The 
EC bureaucracy, which can overrule national legislatures, undoubtedly will press all recalcitrants 
into compliance with EC positions in the future. 

Payola was added by the Copenhagen government as well, with Social Democratic Prime 
Minister Poul Nyrup Rasmussen promising that a vote for the treaty would bring a cut in the 
marginal income-tax rates. Denmark's central bank, which had kept the official discount rate 
artificially high, dropped it a full percentage point when the vote came in the way it wanted. 

In the end, just under 57 percent of the Danish vote was ja. "They have accepted the 
treaty," commented The Times of London, "only as long as the main thrust of it is not applied to 
them. And they have done so not out of enthusiasm for the rest of its provisions, but out of fear 
that they will otherwise be cast out of the European club." 

Battle in Britain 

The House of Commons in Britain, the EC's final holdout, was waiting to see which way 
Denmark moved; after approval, the lower house quickly followed suit by voting 292 to 112 in 
favor of Maastricht. 

Despite the fact that Maastricht's provisions override national laws, referenda have only 
been held in three of the 12 EC states. Some 70 percent of the British say they want a 
referendum, and a sizeable majority of those polled have indicated they are against Maastricht, 
but Prime Minister John Major has adamantly opposed allowing the people their say. (The 
French narrowly passed their referendum and, even in Germany, where the government has 
pushed strongly for Maastricht and the parliament has approved it, polls indicate it would not 
now pass a vote of the German people.) 

The leadership of the Labor Party in Britain favors Maastricht, but with more socialism 
attached -- a "Social Chapter" arrangement covering working conditions. On occasion the Labor 
Party has joined with a clutch of Tories (who oppose the treaty outright) in an attempt to get the 
Social Chapter attached to Britain's version. On this latest vote, however, most Laborites merely 
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abstained in protest. One MP who did not abstain was Austin Mitchell, who declared: "We have 
seen a conspiracy by the three main political parties to smuggle a treaty through which this 
country does not want. I am voting against it to try to inject some integrity into Labor's position." 

Should the treaty pass the House of Lords, where it faces vociferous opposition from 
former Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher and former Conservative Party chairman Norman 
Tebbit, yet another vote has been promised in the Commons on the Social Chapter (which 
includes EC labor regulations, broader union rights, and restrictions on working hours), at which 
time Tory opponents have been indicating they might combine with Labor critics in hopes of 
scrubbing the treaty itself. 

It was Mrs. Thatcher who brought on a firestorm of criticism in 1988 from the Europhiles 
when she dramatically announced in Bruges: "We have not successfully rolled back the frontiers 
of the state in Britain only to see them reimposed at a European level with a European superstate 
exercising a new dominance from Brussels." 

Prime Minister Major got a British opt-out from Maastricht, keeping the pound sterling 
out of a commitment to a single currency. However, some Conservatives say the opt-out from 
monetary union is not binding on the treaty requirement obliging Britain to rejoin the Exchange 
Rate Mechanism (ERM), which London is now evading. Major disagrees, and says they can stay 
out of the ERM. He was able to create the impression that Britain could water down Maastricht 
-- providing, in any case, the cover necessary thus far to get the votes in Parliament. 

Foreign Secretary Douglas Hurd has gone out of his way to deny the expressed goal of 
the EC of eventual European union. As the Financial Times reported, Hurd simply rejects that 
Maastricht is a blueprint for a European superstate. Never mind EC President Jacques Delors' 
prediction that, by 1998, 80 percent of all Europe's microeconomic legislation will come from 
Brussels. The Delors Report itself is a veritable blueprint for Europe and it, noted Forbes for 
January 22, 1990, "eagerly anticipates imposing uniform economic policies on the member 
states. It cites 'the need for a transfer of decision-making power from Member States to the 
Community..." (italics in the Delors Report). 

But Hurd is not worried, stating recently, "Too many still believe the Community to be in 
some way a conspiracy between wily, over-clever foreigners to outwit us." Columnist Graham 
Searjeant of the London Times picked up on this theme on May 19th: 

Why worry about Maastricht, simple folk have been told by the sophisticates. It doesn't 

really mean anything if you do sign, though terrible things will happen if you 

don't. For instance, although the treaty commits Britain to restoring sterling to the 

exchange rate mechanism, it is argued that there is no deadline. Hence, there is 

really no commitment, since Britain can opt out of monetary union, to which the 

ERM is a prelude. 

Possibly. Unfortunately, it is hard to know which bits of the European 

Community constitution are merely decorative and which mean exactly what they 

say. Words treated as holy writ in one member state are greeted with a patronizing 

shrug of the shoulders in another. 

Other Hurdles 

It is possible that the German courts could prove an obstacle for Maastricht. Action is 
pending on one challenge in particular -- that of a lawyer who worked for a German European 
Commissioner, who rightly charges that the treaty infringes on German sovereignty and damages 
constitutional guarantees. Yet the court is hardly apolitical, with six of the nine sitting at the 
constitutional court in Karlsruhe having been chosen for their partisan affiliations. Would the 
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court toss out something so crucial to the government's foreign policy? And the German 
government has been strongly in favor of a European political union, despite the Bundesbank's 
wariness of trading in the deutsche mark for ECUs (European currency units). 

Former Foreign Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher declared in 1989, "We are experiencing 
an increasing abandonment of sovereignty within the European Community in favor of this 
Community and, as I hope, also in favor of [a] European parliament equipped with full rights." 
Two years later, Genscher said the future of Europe lay not with the nation-states, but rather, "it 
is a matter of constructing a world order of peace in which the United Nations must at last play 
the central role assigned it in its Charter." Jean Monnet, the so-called "Father of Europe," 
expressed it much the same way as long ago as the 1948 Congress of Europe, which resolved 
that a United Europe was essential to the creation of a United World. 

Yet, the nations and people of Europe are united over little. As Toronto's Globe and Mail 
has observed, even if Britain does ratify Maastricht, its timetable on such issues as common 
currency 

seems hopelessly unrealistic and increasingly unpopular. The exchange rate mechanism that 
was supposed to evolve into a common currency has been battered nearly beyond 
recognition since last fall. Britain and Italy have withdrawn. Spain has devalued 

three times, Portugal twice and Ireland once. Only the core of Germany, France, 

the Benelux countries and Denmark are left. 

Similar, Maastricht's stringent economic terms aimed at setting the state 

for a single currency have been left looking uurealistic by the recession. 

Currently, only Luxembourg meets the 1996 targets on government deficits, total 

debt and low inflation. Just as the precedent of opt-outs may spell doom for a 

Europe where everyone marches to a single drummer, so the current recession is 

forcing back the Maastricht timetable. 

Postponement of the death of nationhood is one thing; obliterating that notion altogether 
is quite another. Yes, France is not complying with the Schengen Treaty and lifting its borders 
because, Pads alleges, the Netherlands is notoriously lax about its drug laws. Yes, maybe 
Norway, anxious over its fishing rights, will not be snookered into joining the EC. Maybe there 
will be three tiers of economies in the EC, not one. Perhaps Italian steelworkers will not happily 
trade their jobs for a dole from Brussels. And maybe even liberals will wake up -- such as Simon 
Jenkins of The Times of London, who noted recently that Maastricht is not so much a treaty as 
"a prospectus for a corporate state, born of Napoleonic flummery out of British Treasury 
centralism." 

But is it too late? The Economist editorialized not long ago about how "Europe's 
union-building machine" was running out of control. Under the founding Treaty of Rome, "it 
takes only a majority of EC members to launch a constitutional conference that obliges heads of 
government to talk about central powers that some would call nonnegotiable .... And Maastricht 
promises to make the Europe-machine turn still faster because it pre-emptively convokes the 
next set of constitutional talks for 1996. The machine has no reverse gear. European union is 
‘ever closer’; it says so in the Treaty of Rome .... European governments trade agreements to 
hand different powers to Brussels, but never to take powers back." 

This is not a matter for tinkering: The way for the nations of Europe to save themselves is 
to junk the European Community. 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


DID YOU KNOW? 
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¢ More Montana Madness. John Shuler was fined $4,000 for defending his life on a snowy 
September night in 1989. After hearing some commotion in the sheep pen on his farm near 
Dupuyer, Montana, Shuler went to investigate and found three grizzly bears going after the 
sheep. He fired warning shots to scare the bears away, only to find a fourth bear charging him 
from behind. Fearing for his life, he shot the bear. In the morning, he went to the pen again, 
expecting to find the bear's carcass, but instead found that the bear was only wounded. When it 
charged him again, Shuler shot and finally killed the beast. 

Amazingly, a federal administrative law judge fined Shuler for killing the bear, ruling 
that Shuler had "purposefully place[d] himself in the zone of imminent danger of a bear attack" 
when he first left his house to tend his sheep. William Pendley Perry of the Mountain States 
Legal Foundation, who defended Shuler in court, argued that the administrative law judge's 
decision "makes [ranchers] prisoners in their own homes" and "poses grave consequences for 
anyone who encounters a grizzly bear. If John Shuler cannot protect his own life on his own 
property, what possible right does someone have to use lethal force when attacked by a grizzly 
bear in open country?" 

¢ Environmental Asylum. A sailor who was stationed on the aircraft carrier USS Abraham 
Lincoln has asked to be classified as a conscientious objector on environmentalist grounds. 
Aaron Ahearn deserted his ship in early February and turned himself in late April, charging that 
he was ordered to dump hundreds of bags of trash overboard daily, including some containing 
toxic materials. Naval authorities are deciding whether or not to pursue disciplinary measures 
against Ahearn. 

¢ Budget Balancing Citizens. Although Congress is supposedly unable to balance the federal 
budget, a majority of the American people could do so if given the opportunity, according to 
Banner Blue Software of Fremont, California. The company recently introduced its "Uncle Sam's 
Budget Balancer Software, Fiscal Year 1994" with the claim that 52 percent of those who tried 
the computer program were able to eliminate the federal budget deficit. 

¢ Clinton's Jobs Loss Tax. The Tax Foundation released a report on May 26th projecting that 
President Clinton's proposed BTU energy tax would destroy nearly half a million jobs 
nationwide. Among the big losers, according to the computer analysis by the foundation, would 
be California, Texas, and New York, which would lose more than 122,000 jobs collectively. 

The computer analysis broke down the projected job losses by congressional district, with 
Representative Nancy Pelosi's (D-CA) Northern California district projected to lose the most 
jobs (2,364) as a result of the tax. 

¢ Pioneer Path Persecution. Tourists wanting to see the Oregon Trail over which pioneers 
trod on their way West are likely to encounter more fierce resistance than the original travelers. 
When entrepreneur Morris Carter of Wyoming planned a commercial tour of that passageway, 
the U.S. Bureau of Land Management demanded a detailed "environmental assessment." The 
Denver Post reported, "The train rules are exhausting: no pets, six people to a wagon, no 
firearms, no fireworks, no side trips, no open fires, no collecting firewood, no joining or leaving 
the train except from designated stops, single file and crossing guards on public roads. When 
crossing a stream the train must go 90 degrees to the water. The train will have chemical toilets, 
garbage and grey water disposal, feed cubes for horses," and so on. "Did it ever occur to you," a 
Post columnist wondered, "that if the pioneers had to go through this they might not have gotten 
to California?" 

¢ Free Speech, UN Style. UN Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali, yielding to 
communist Chinese political pressure, canceled a press conference that Chinese dissident Shen 
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Tong was scheduled to hold before the United Nations Correspondence Association on May 
24th. "It would not be appropriate for this event to take place on the premises of the Secretariat 
in view of its apparent purpose as an act of political opposition to a member state of the United 
Nations," Ghali said at a press conference announcing his decision. 

Many observers were left wondering about the commitment of both Boutros-Ghali and 
the United Nations to human rights, in view of the fact that other dissidents regularly held press 
conferences in those same rooms throughout the 1980s. 

¢ The News Media's Jobs Bill. What kind of spin did the big four news networks put on Bill 

Clinton's pork-ridden spending bill? According to the Media Research Center, CBS news 
programs called Mr. Clinton's spending package a "jobs" bill 83 percent of the time. The other 
three networks -- ABC, NBC, and CNN -- called it a "jobs" package an average of 31 percent of 
the time. Of the four, only NBC came close to even mentioning that there was pork in the bill as 
often as it mentioned the so-called "jobs" benefits. 

¢ NAFTA to Boost Narcotics Trade? Officials of the Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA) fear 
that the North American Free Trade Agreement will help facilitate the shipment of illegal drags 
into the United States, according to an article in the May 25th issue of the San Antonio 
Express-News. A report by an intelligence official at the U.S. embassy in Mexico noted that 
Mexican drug smugglers are buying up borderland trucking companies to use "as fronts for drug 
trafficking." A DEA spokesman was even more blunt: "The free-trade agreement makes the 
United States more accessible and convenient for traffickers .... It gives these individuals better 
opportunities to smuggle drugs." 

-- THOMAS R. EDDLEM 


THE RIGHT ANSWERS 


Q. Is Pennsylvania Governor Robert Casey serious about challenging Bill Clinton in 1996? 
-- E.W.T., Delray Beach, FL 


A. Casey is no conservative, but he is pro-life, and the Clinton Administration's pro-abortion 
policies have led him to talk of forming a political action committee for pro-life Democrats for 
1994 and 1996. Casey has said that he does not expect to be the presidential candidate of such a 
movement, but on national television in mid-May he nonetheless left the door open. Casey has 
been kept at arm's length by President Clinton and the national party to the point that a pro-life 
speech of his was barred from last year's national convention. 

In an April speech in Washington, Casey spoke of the "bitter irony" of abortion finding "a 
home within the Democratic Party, which claims to be the champion of the poor, despite the fact 
that the interests of the poor are in direct conflict with the agenda of the abortion industry." At a 
National Press Club speech on May 11th, Casey indicated that he would try to counter the 
Clinton Administration's anti-life activity that has included lifting the ban on abortions at 
military bases overseas, the promotion of the abortion drug RU-486, support for the so-called 
Freedom of Choice Act, and permitting federal funding for abortion programs. 

Q. Are Americans helping to pay for a UN public relations program? 

-- H.S., Albany, WY 


A. Every nation that chips in a dime to the UN kitty is supporting its campaign for public 


approval. Indeed, the UN's secretary-general, Boutros Boutros-Ghali, not long ago swung a 
multimillion-dollar deal with the blockbuster public relations firm of Burson-Marsteller. 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


Ostensibly revolving around a campaign for the 50th anniversary of the UN in 1995, the 
promotion is seen by others as a more personal crusade for the secretary-general. Or, as one 
diplomat expressed it: "It's like hiring someone to get him a Nobel Peace Prize." 
Q. What's the deadbeat rate for those receiving loans from the World Bank? 
-- V.L., Midvale, UT 


A. First, one must keep in mind that such records come from the World Bank itself, which 
maintains information to demonstrate the success of its own loan projects, and which obviously 
is not prone to putting itself in a bad light. In contrast to your personal car loan or mortgage, for 
example, when international borrowers fall behind in payments, extensions are not uncommon, 
and being on a deadbeat list does not mean that the country will be turned down for yet another 
loan. 

The latest internal World Bank report, making reference to projects through 1991 
approved by the institution "owned" by 175 governments (with the U.S. being the biggest such 
contributor), shows that the number of projects with "major problems" has doubled in the last 
decade. Having handed out some $300 billion in 50 years, at nominal interest and extremely long 
pay-back periods, the World Bank says failures rose to 374 out of 1,870 in 1991 -- one in five 
malodorous loans. 

Trying to put a good spin on more recent projects, the World Bank indicates that in 1992 
the 20 percent failure rate dropped -- all the way to 18 percent. Of course the percentage dropped 
because the worst-performing projects were closed. 


Q. I understand that the Socialists fared poorly in France's last elections. Can you cite some 
examples of how socialist that country has become? 
-- P.P., Tullahoma, TN 


A. It is true that the Socialist Party was ousted in France, with a huge overturning of leftist 
members of parliament. How socialist has France become? In March, Newsweek highlighted 
some of what it called the "perks" of living in France: 

* The government pays parents for having children -- $418 monthly for four. 

* Day care costs $2 a day. 

* University tuition is $285 annually (scholarships are also available). 

* Workers get a minimum of five weeks of vacation (some get six or seven weeks). 

¢ Many French also get up to 14 months of pay annually (a 13th month for vacation and a 
14th for Christmas). 

¢ Workers who are laid off are given up to 60 percent of their pay for up to five years. 

* Citizens receive a burial stipend of $6,250 (proving that cradle-to-grave socialism is 
possible). 

Of course, all these "perks" come with a crippling price tag. Unemployment is 10.8 
percent and rising. The average French worker making $30,000 must pay $7,800 just for 
health-care costs. The budget deficit this year is twice what the Socialists predicted. According to 
The Economist, it is running to the equivalent of $76 billion, a whopping 5.8 percent of the gross 
domestic product. "Private investment is likely to fall by a further 11% in real terms in 1993," 
reported the London-based publication on May 15th, "having fallen 13% last year. Bankruptcies 
are running at a record rate of 800,000 a year." 

The new government will require that patients pay more for health care; workers will be 
required to work 40 hours a week instead of 37 1/2; and it will take 40 years instead of 37 1/2 for 
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workers to be eligible for a full (but lower) state pension. However, those relatively minor 
adjustments are being offset in part by more government money being spent on building, 
agriculture, and small business aid. 

Nobel laureate Maurice Allais has stated that, because of what French have gotten used 
to, "Nobody has the courage to attack the real problem." Rather, said economist Allais, "If you 
tell the truth, you can't get elected." 

-- WILLIAM _P. HOAR 


The Payoff 
JANE H. INGRAHAM 


Ever since World War II, the foreign policy of the United States has been incoherent. 
That is, it has not made sense. In terms of our own self-interest, our foreign policy has been 
baffling and illogical, from allowing Eastern Europe to be seized by the Soviets in the 1940s to 
permitting Saddam Hussein to survive in the 1990s, both in the face of overwhelming military 
victories. For 50 years the steps taken by the State Department and White House, regardless of 
the party in power, have been counter-productive and self-defeating.* The history of how the 
United States government supported communism while ostensibly opposing it can only 
be briefly surveyed in this article. Supporting information has been provided in earlier 
articles in this magazine. For example, see James J. Drummey, "The Captive Nations," 
July 14, 1986; Drummey, "Building the Evil Empire," July 20, 1987; Robert W. Lee, "No 
Accident," March 30, 1987; and John F. McManus, "Premeditated Merger,” April 25, 
1988. We also recommend James F. Perloff's classic 1988 book The Shadows of 
Power (available for $10.95, plus $2.00 for postage and handling, from General Birch 
Services Corp., P.O. Box 8040, Appleton, WI 54913). 

*k 


Those men who masterminded the amazing losses to the free world as a consequence of 
World War II are, indeed, all dead. But still manifest is the enormous evil they did in 
manipulating policy so that the real victors of the war were (apparently) the communists of the 
Soviet Union and of China. There is no secret about any of these events. The facts have been 
recorded for all to see. Yet the motives behind our leaders' unnatural deeds have remained veiled, 
only half seen as a complicity with communism and its goal of world domination. Making any 
other kind of sense out of the inexplicable has seemed well nigh impossible. 

Until recently. The present often makes the past more transparent. Such is the case today 
as "former" communist lands are being swept by the phenomenal revolution called 
"privatization." Governments that formerly held private enterprise to be a crime are now putting 
on the block hundreds of state-owned industries from washboards to oil. Millions of people who 
only a short while ago would have given their lives to defend the proposition that private 
ownership of industry is of the devil himself are now buying shares (becoming stockholders) 
with vouchers provided by their governments. While the world is still a little mystified as to how 
this unlikely transformation came about, the real question is why did it come about? What is the 
connection with the men who pulled the strings and called the shots in order to fasten the 
communist nightmare on these lands in the first place? 


Before we can deduce why the economies of the Soviet Union, Eastern Europe, China, and 
Vietnam were set up to be trashed by communism and then kept impotent all these years, we 
need to be clear about the record. Moving backward to August 1941, we find Hitler's troops 
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holding most of the European continent and simultaneously moving eastward, invading the 
Soviet Union in the famous betrayal of one criminal by the other. In spite of the fact that Hitler 
and Stalin had but recently been allies, ready to carve up Europe between them, President 
Franklin D. Roosevelt sprang to the aid of Stalin with bountiful U.S. support, asking no quid pro 
quo of any kind in return. Instead of allowing the two despots to destroy each other, as suggested 
by logical minds, Roosevelt began the transfer of billions of dollars worth of food, arms, and 
equipment of every conceivable kind to the Soviet Union, thus ensuring that Stalin not only 
survived, but emerged more powerful than before. 

When Japan struck Pearl Harbor and brought the U.S. into the war, Prime Minister 
Winston Churchill arrived in Washington to draw up a comprehensive Anglo-American strategy 
with FDR. Then began the violent struggle between two opposing plans which continued for 
most of the war. The British, looking ahead to post-war political consequences, viewed as 
imperative reaching Eastern Europe before the Red Army; the only sensible way to do this was 
through the Mediterranean and the "soft under-belly" of southern Europe. While this was being 
accomplished, preparations could be made for a cross-Channel invasion of France, held to be 
impossible before 1943. 

Also looking ahead to post-war political consequences was Josef Stalin, whose 
paramount aim in the war became keeping the Allies out of Eastern Europe. It stands to reason 
that he could never have accomplished this without American connivance. The incredible truth is 
that the American leaders saw to it that Stalin succeeded. 

Stalin's first demand in the winter of 1942 was for a quick diversion in western Europe, a 
cross-Channel invasion by summer. Those of us who remember those days will recall the 
communist agitation for a "second front now." But none of us had the slightest conception of 
what was going on behind the scenes. We owe much of our present knowledge to the memoirs 
and accounts of the actors themselves. In his remarkable and courageous book, America’s 
Retreat From Victory, Senator Joseph R. McCarthy pieces the story together from these 
firsthand accounts. The documentation that follows is a slender slice of the historical record. 


In a shocking display of treachery, Army Chief of Staff General George Catlett Marshall 
vehemently supported Stalin. A few years previously, Roosevelt had plucked Marshall out of 
obscurity and promoted him to the top spot over the heads of dozens of superiors, making him 
the only man in world history to command an entire army with a total lack of combat duty. This 
initial maneuver by Roosevelt, which should have rung national alarm bells, was put across as a 
"personal whim." 

Although Churchill fought Marshall furiously, Marshall ordered the War Department 
Planning Section, under Colonel Dwight D. Eisenhower, to plan a cross-Channel invasion for the 
summer of 1942. This was in spite of the fact that our troops were totally unprepared, had no 
amphibious training, no antiaircraft cover, tanks, or even landing craft. Hitler, on the other hand, 
had 1,300,000 experienced troops in France and the Netherlands, the strongest held part of the 
continent. Yet Secretary of State Henry Stimson strongly supported Marshall, while FDR kept a 
low profile and let Marshall run with the ball. 

Churchill, however, was not to be put down; the British went full speed ahead planning 
an invasion of North Africa, finally forcing FDR's hand to go along in a half-hearted, secondary 
role. Marshall's plan never materialized, but if it had, the Soviets would have seized Italy, and it, 
too, would have passed behind the Iron Curtain. By employing winning strategies in North 
Africa, Sicily, and Italy -- all unflaggingly opposed by Marshall -- the Allies were able to hold 
postwar command in the Mediterranean region. 
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The strategic struggle between Marshall and Churchill, however, continued with great 
violence, reaching its conclusion at Teheran, where the combined weight of Stalin, Roosevelt, 
and Marshall finally defeated Churchill. The most significant decision of the war in Europe was 
Marshall's determination to concentrate on France and leave the whole of Eastern Europe to the 
Red Army, with devastating political, economic, and human consequences. After Teheran, 
Churchill's influence over the great decisions was ended. Thereafter, U.S. and Soviet policy were 
wholly and without deviation the same. 

So it was that after General Mark Clark captured Rome, his victory was dissipated when 
Marshall broke up his seasoned troops and sent them off to a trivial operation in southern France. 
Yet right across the Adriatic from Italy lay Vienna, Belgrade, Prague, Budapest, Bucharest; so 
near and yet so far. Afterward, Clark wrote that "we ran for the wrong goal." Calling the switch 
one of the outstanding mistakes of the war, Clark stated that the Italian campaign, if allowed to 
continue, could have changed the whole history of the relationship between the Western world 
and the Soviet Union. That, of course, was the whole point. Honest soldier that he was, Clark in 
his wildest imaginings could not conceive of the perfidy of our leaders. 

But stopping Mark Clark was only one of many shocking maneuvers. Why did 
Eisenhower decide not to reach Berlin first? Instead of our forces marching into Berlin -- which 
they could have done -- that city was left cut off in the Russian zone at the mercy of the Soviets. 
Otherwise, there would have been no such thing as the Berlin Wall fencing in human beings like 
cattle. Why did Marshall refuse to see to it that all the post-war occupation zones in Germany 
were in contact with Berlin? Why was General George Patton not allowed to take Prague? Why 
did Eisenhower mysteriously radio Stalin that he would stop at the Elbe? 

These and many other betrayals of our national interest and the peoples of the free world 
were brazenly carded out right before the eyes of the American public by powerful "Insiders" 
whose goal has always been the subversion of our nation into a "new word order." We must not 
imagine that FDR and Marshall were acting alone; then as now the State Department and 
Administration were larded with Insiders, many of them members of the Council on Foreign 
Relations (CFR). 

In 1943 Marshall drafted and Roosevelt approved the most amazing document of the war, 
setting U.S. policy toward the Soviets for the next 50 years. This was a policy of placating, 
catering to, and rendering every assistance to that other "superpower." Every effort, said 
Marshall, must be made to develop the most friendly and cordial relations, so as not to arouse 
Soviet hostility (this about a bankrupt nation that was feeding at the American trough!). The 
Soviet Union, we were told, was paranoid, insecure, afraid to have unfriendly (noncommunist) 
countries on its borders. We must be careful to accommodate and not anger the Soviet bear. 

Thus it was that, with this pernicious claptrap passing for policy, our leaders talked with 
straight faces of "containment" while millions of people continued to be lost to international 
communism. Thus it was that our leaders made hardly a peep about Soviet "gross violations of 
human rights" or "holocausts" although they knew that, since Lenin, up to 66 million USSR 
citizens had been put to death for political reasons, three times more than died at the hands of 
foreign enemies in the war. Thus it was that our leaders betrayed the anti-communist Polish 
government in exile and handed Poland over to the Reds. Thus it was that aid and trade from 
wheat to high tech to billions of dollars in grants and loans have been poured into the Soviet 
Union during the past 50 years, creating, in historian Antony Sutton's phrase, "the best enemy 
money can buy." 


While all this might seem on the surface to be only distressingly "pro-Soviet," much broader 
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stakes were involved. First, there was the "external threat" which governments historically have 
manipulated in order to control the loyalty of their subjects through fear. Second, there were 
$300 billion in defense funds to rain annually upon our corporations, many of the top officers of 
which were (and are) members of the CFR. Third, the loans and grants were laundered through 
the Soviets but came back in the form of purchases which were really another form of 
government subsidy to our farmers and corporations. Fourth, by supplying the tyrants with the 
lifeline that kept them in power, the Insiders controlled them. Almost amusingly, far from the 
despots being a threat to us, as we were conditioned to believe, our Insiders were much more of a 
threat to them. In other words, he who pays the piper calls the tune; the communists piped to the 
Insiders’ tune. The Insiders did, in fact, use the communists as their front men. 

By its very nature, communism cannot create a viable economy. Without our aid, the 
entire evil apparatus would have genuinely collapsed long ago. By keeping communism in place, 
the Insiders accomplished two vital objectives: They freed themselves from the potential 
competition of a large part of the industrialized world, and pulverized the economy of one of the 
most resource-rich land masses in the world. As Barry Goldwater said many years ago, the 
Insider intent is to take over the resources of the world and grab worldwide economic hegemony. 
With the real wealth in their hands, political control would inevitably follow. Still scarcely 
developed, the enormous resources of the Soviet Union have been kept on the back burner by the 
Insiders until they were ready to move. That time is now. 


Let us see how the game played itself out in China at the tail end of the war with Japan. At 
Teheran, Marshall prevailed in concert with Stalin regarding the Mediterranean and Eastern 
Europe; at Yalta, Marshall prevailed with Stalin regarding the lastminute Soviet entry into the far 
eastern war as a full-fledged partner entitled to spoils. The shameful deal made by FDR with the 
bloody tyrant amounted to nothing less than the sellout of our ally China in return for 11th hour 
Soviet participation which we had absolutely no need for. 

In a secret protocol, FDR handed over Manchuria -- the key to the security of China -- to 
the Soviet beast as if it were his to give. Manchuria, the richest, most highly developed part of 
China and the historic route of invasion by China's enemies, had been fought over by Japan and 
Russia since 1894. With monstrous hypocrisy, FDR justified his betrayal as returning territory 
that had been seized from China by the Czar in 1904, while at the same time presenting himself 
as an opponent of imperialism in regard to the British in Hong Kong and the French in 
Indochina. 

The Yalta agreement sealed the doom of China; the terms of the betrayal were drawn up 
secretly in Moscow by Averell Harriman, whose specialty was handling the delicate details of 
sordid Insider deals. But Marshall, who stood at Roosevelt's elbow at Yalta, insisted that the 
deal was necessary in self-interest; that Roosevelt had to "entice" Stalin into the war against 
Japan; that the U.S. had a long, hard row to hoe with the Japanese and that without Soviet help 
we might not win. 

The record shows quite the opposite. Far from having to bribe Stalin to get into the war, 
Stalin, no fool, was eager to get in, and had so stated four times before Yalta. Far from having a 
long war ahead, Japan was already beaten through a complete sea and air blockade and had 
already sent peace feelers to Washington before FDR departed for Yalta. The aim of Roosevelt 
and Marshall at Yalta should have been to keep the Soviets out, not to get them in. Yet at Yalta 
Marshall was as insistent to get the Soviets in as he had been for a "second front now" and for 
blocking Mark Clark. Obviously, a secret pattern was at work. In the face of spending vast 
amounts of flesh and blood and treasure to win the war, there was being conducted a strategy that 
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was geared to the Insiders' hidden agenda. 

In the end, the U.S. supplied 60 Soviet divisions at tremendous cost to taxpayers; the first 
nuclear bomb was dropped; the war was over; the Red Army, after a bloodless campaign of six 
days, took over all of Manchuria. The Reds were there by "right," ceded them at Yalta. 

The wretched story of what happened next in China can be merely outlined here. Chinese 
President Chiang Kaishek was betrayed at every turn by an assortment of American 
policymakers from the Institute for Pacific Relations (Owen Lattimore, Philip Jessup), the State 
Department (Dean Acheson, Robert Lovett), and the U.S. military (General Marshall, General 
"Vinegar Joe" Stilwell). The American people, too, were betrayed when the Establishment media 
apparatus (the New York Times, the Washington Post, Time magazine) turned on a vilification 
campaign against Chiang Kai-shek and whitewashed the Chinese communists as oppressed 
"agrarian reformers." 

Although Chiang struggled heroically against the communists, his army was in the end 
disarmed by Marshall; he was forced to take communists into his government and finally forced 
to flee for his life to Tatwan. Score in China: tens of millions of human beings wiped out (up to 
64 million according to a 1971 Senate Subcommittee on Internal Security Report), tens of 
thousands condemned to slave labor (still in force), unimaginable repression of human rights, 
and the economy reduced to a basket case.'* The present per capita gross national product 
in Taiwan is $8,788; in China it is $370. 


* 


We come now to Southeast Asia -- Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia -- with its enormous 
resources in oil. For over 100 years a peaceful and prosperous area under the French colonials, 
the suffering and human degradation wrought by communism is still so appalling it cannot even 
be understood by Westerners. On the way to handing Vietnam over to the communists, President 
Eisenhower ordered the mighty American military to stand by while the communists slaughtered 
the French because the U.S. did not "know the ground"; thus the Insiders got rid of the French. 
The massacre of about 20 percent of the population of Cambodia by the Sorbonne-educated Pol 
Pot was hardly mentioned by our media. When our troops were finally committed, it was a 
criminal act, for they were sent to die but not to win; their preposterous "rules of engagement" 
benefited only the enemy. 

But where was the enemy? Everywhere and nowhere, for the Viet Cong looked like all 
the other Vietnamese. There was no battle-line, no army to come to grips with. As Medford 
Evans points out in his prescient book, The Usurpers, we did not try to invade North Vietnam. 
We did not ask North Vietnam to surrender. We did not even declare war on North Vietnam. 
How would we know when we had won? What would constitute victory? 

Professor Howard Zinn of Boston University wrote in 1967 that "Vietnam has become a 
theater of the absurd .... The most powerful nation in the world, producing 60 percent of the 
world's wealth, using the most advanced weapons known to military science, has been unable to 
defeat an army of peasants ... without an air force, navy, or heavy artillery" -- in a country a little 
smaller than the state of Missouri. Professor Zinn, although a left-winger writing in favor of 
withdrawal, clearly had not been clued in. 

Left-wingers, pro-communists, communists of every stripe all wanted the U.S. out. That 
is what the anti-war legions in which Bill Clinton marched were all about. They mistakenly 
thought the U.S. was sincere about defeating the Viet Cong. This was a big help to the 
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power-mad Insiders calling the shots (Secretary of State Dean Rusk, Secretary of Defense Robert 
McNamara, Special Assistant for National Security Affairs Walt Rostow) because it made them 
look genuine. But the only thing the Insiders were sincere about was escalating a war that our 
men were not permitted to win. In the end, after tremendous loss of life, South Vietnam was 
allowed to fall into the hands of the communists, just as had been intended from the beginning. 


Any way you slice it, for more than five decades American policy empowered and supported a 
stable of communist thugs in key areas of the world. Then, suddenly, it was all over. As if on 
signal, the frightful monolith before which the whole world had quaked for over 70 years 
vanished without a shot being fired. Mystified but overjoyed people were allowed to "escape" 
from their East German prison, the Berlin Wall came down, and unarmed dissidents stopped Red 
Army tanks in the streets with their bare hands. 

The "new" leaders turned out one and all to be disciples of Milton Friedman, needing 
only tens of billions of Western capitalist dollars to put democracy and a market economy in 
place. To prove their sincerity, these communists-turned-free-marketeers announced sweeping 
economic reforms. Heading the list was privatization, the end of state-owned industry and state 
control of natural resources. 

The opening of the communist lands to foreigners (who formerly had been carefully 
herded around in tour buses) meant that the depth of decay and primitiveness to which 
communism had reduced these once thriving countries could no longer be concealed. As the Iron 
Curtain began disintegrating in 1989, the media let us in on the fact that these lands were in 
desperate need of everything. It was difficult for the Western mind even to imagine the want and 
impoverishment of these people. There was hardly a commodity or a service they did not need, 
from telephones to diapers. It could not have been otherwise -- as the Insiders well knew. 

The Insiders were ready. With businessmen braying at his heels, George Bush 
demolished whatever was left of export restrictions, negotiated a trade agreement at Malta with 
Gorbachev, and the gold rush was on. Control Data, US West, Ernst & Young, Hughes 
Electronics, US Sprint, GM, Ingersol Rand, Pepsi, Coca-Cola, Polaroid, McDonald's -- but these 
first deals were only for sales. 

Important as it was to get in on the ground floor of this bonanza, sales were not the prime 
objective; direct investment and ownership were. In the middle of 1990 the crack came. Chevron 
(George Keller, former chairman of the board, is a member of both the CFR and Trilateral 
Commission) agreed to study the "feasibility" of jointly developing the huge Tengiz oil field, 
which is two and a half times bigger than Alaska's Prudhoe Bay. Even more interesting than this 
first signal, the deal was "facilitated" by a shadowy group called the American Trade 
Consortium, formed in 1988 to develop an economic program for the Soviet Union. Some of the 
CFR/ Trilateral members are Dwayne Andreas, CEO of the huge agribusiness 
Archer-Daniels-Midland; James Burke, chairman of the Strategic Planning Committee of 
Johnson & Johnson; and L.V. Gerstner, former CEO of RJR Nabisco, now CEO of IBM. 

Telecommunications, aircraft, aerospace, platinum, autos, data services -- what a gold 
mine! But the big prizes in the Soviet Union are oil and natural gas, gold, diamonds, and coal. 
Texaco's chairman Alfred C. DeCrane (CFR), "seeking opportunities" in the liberated lands, 
explained: "These areas are the new frontier because they've been closed for so long." Out of the 
horse's mouth! 


In May 1991, the Soviet parliament (a sham controlled by Gorbachev) moved closer to the 
brink: It approved protection for foreign investment against expropriation and ordered the 
privatization of two-thirds of state property with the exception of the oil and gas industry. As if 
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to make amends for this omission, a month later parliament passed legislation permitting direct 
investment for the first time since the Bolshevik takeover in 1917. Foreigners were henceforth 
allowed to buy shares in Soviet enterprise, found and wholly own enterprises, rent and use (but 
not own) land. Apparently satisfied with all he had accomplished to meet Insider demands, 
Gorbachev prepared to meet with the G-7 nations to receive his reward -- billions in aid. 

Then came the August coup. 

Could it be that the carefully built-up Gorbachev proved to be too balky? Or could it be 
that this thorough-going communist was part of the plot, as the then-president of the Georgian 
Republic had charged? At any rate, it is said that Gorbachev watched the phony "hard-liner" 
coup on television -- the first communist coup in history that did not even attempt to wipe out its 
adversary. More recently, when the case of the 12 accused "hard-liners" finally surfaced in court, 
it was "indefinitely postponed" because the head prosecutor was found to have written a book 
holding the accused to be guilty. This in a country where the law holds one to be guilty unless 
proven innocent and millions have gone to their deaths without so much as a hearing! 

But the Insiders made no mistake in their choice of the ruthless Boris Yeltsin, who lost no 
time in issuing a presidential decree seizing control of all Soviet natural resources -- gold, 
precious metals, diamonds, oil -- as well as control of the central bank, revising the USSR State 
Bank into the State Bank of Russia under his own control. Although Russia produces 90 percent 
of the oil and gas and 67 percent of the gold, Yeltsin claimed control of all resources in the 
former Soviet Union; the newly formed republics were powerless to fight back. Perhaps most 
important of all, Yeltsin decreed the right of foreign business to repatriate profits. 

Now the stage was set for the real thing. During 1992 Yeltsin wheeled and dealed with 
Royal Dutch/Shell, British Petroleum, Amoco, Texaco, and Exxon. The Chevron joint venture to 
develop the Tengiz oil field was signed. McDermott International, Marathon Oil, and Mitsui 
signed a contract with the Russian government to develop oil and natural gas off Sakhalin Island. 
Chevron and Oman formed a consortium to build a huge pipeline to carry crude oil from 
Kazakhstan to the Black Sea, Mediterranean, and Persian Gulf. Occidental Petroleum signed a 
joint venture with Russia to modernize two oil fields in Siberia. Because of growing native 
hostility to foreign ownership of resources; Yeltsin was forced to cancel, at least temporarily, a 
$3 billion Conoco joint venture with Russia to develop massive new oil fields near the Arctic 
Circle. Newmont Mining signed a joint venture to extract gold in Uzbekistan. Merrill Lynch's 
chairman William Schreyer (CFR), signed up as financial adviser to "aid in privatizing" the 
Ukrainian State Property Fund. AT&T CEO Robert Allen (CFR, TC) signed a huge contract to 
supply switching systems for all of Kazakhstan. 


An identical invasion, of course, was taking place simultaneously in the former Soviet 
satellites, where economies were also in complete shambles. Here was another huge market with 
eager demand for American goods and a familiarity with American brand names. As George 
Bush abolished export controls, the "new" governments (often just new faces with a change of 
name from communist to socialist) moved toward privatization and foreign majority ownership. 
US West joined with the Hungarian government to own and operate a national cellular telephone 
system; GM (Vice President Marina Whitman, CFR, TC) joined the governments of Hungary 
and Yugoslavia to make cars; GE (CEO John Welch, CFR; vice chairman of the board Lawrence 
Bossidy, TC) bought a majority stake in Hungary's lighting industry; Ralston-Purina, Dow 
Chemical, Eastman Kodak, SC Johnson & Son, Xerox, American Express, Proctor & Gamble, 
Woolworth, Philip Morris, Ford, Compaq Computer-- hardly a single American brand name was 
missing. As one business executive explained: "If we don't buy these companies they will make 
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low-cost goods themselves and become formidable competitors." 

But there is something that does not quite jell about this picture -- that is, the eagerness of 
astute, cautious businessmen to rush into these lands in spite of the extreme difficulty and hazard 
of doing business there. For openers, there is a severe lack of infrastructure, transportation, and 
telecommunications. Pervasive bureaucracy spawns costly confusion and delays in simple, 
routine matters. Abrupt changes in laws can leave a venture dead in the water. Accounting 
practices are undecipherable. Suppliers are totally unreliable. Workers are unmotivated and have 
no understanding of quality. Official corruption is endemic, while employee theft is a way of life. 
Above all, how are these countries, crushed under debt and with a negative annual "growth," to 
pay for this cornucopia? 

Ah, the money. We must keep our eye on the money in order to understand why Insider 
business leaders are swarming all over these penniless, risky lands. A look at what we, the 
taxpayers, are doing for them is quite enlightening. 

Let us start with the Group of Seven (G-7) Industrialized Nations, the major source of the cash 
flow, whose central bank heads and treasury secretaries a year ago pledged a $28.4 billion aid 
package. Then come the World Bank and International Monetary Fund, those ubiquitous 
distributors of tax dollars that have kept communist governments afloat even as we armed 
against them. The World Bank's latest Russian loan in April was a paltry $500 million to grade 
western Siberian oil fields, a move that set the stage for "rapid U.S. action on export credits." 

Which brings us to the U.S. Export-Import Bank, a happy arrangement that transforms 
your income into insurance and loan guarantees to U.S. companies. One can only wonder what 
"rapid action on export credits" can be coming up, since before leaving office George Bush 
arranged for a $2 billion Export-Import loan to Russia for the purchase of American oil and gas 
equipment; the American companies (whose identities are not revealed) laugh all the way to the 
bank, while the Russian debt is "restructured." 

Then there is the shadowy Overseas Private Investment Co., another U.S. government 
agency that provides loans and insurance. By the end of last year it was handling $15 billion 
worth of requests for insurance from potential investors in Russia alone. 

There is also the Agriculture Department, that patron saint of agribusiness, that 
guarantees bank loans made to dead-beat governments for the purchase of farm products. In 
February of this year, Russia was behind $258.8 million in payments; one creditor bank was 
already suing the U.S. government for $350,000 interest on $53 million in guaranteed loans; a 
wave of claims was expected. The U.S. exposure is enormous -- $4.2 billion in unpaid loans. But 
not to worry. Secretary of Agriculture Mike Espy says the Agriculture Department will "attempt 
to recover any money it pays on the Russian debt by dunning Moscow." 

The Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency is yet another cash cow, a World Bank 
affiliate that insures private investors for political risk -- expropriation, currency inconvertibility, 
war, or civil disturbances. And of course there is something called the International Finance 
Corporation, the World Bank's "private sector arm," which loans hundreds of millions of tax 
dollars to Insiders insured by the Bank's other arm. Let's also not forget the UN Industrial 
Development Organization, and that old stand-by, the U.S. Agency for International 
Development (AID). 

Certainly the most flamboyant of all is the European Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development (EBRD), founded in 1990 by Jacques Attali, Francois Mitterand's personal idea 
man and socialist architect of Mitterand's disastrous nationalization of French industry. This man 
is now in charge of privatizing eastern Europe. With an initial capital of $13 billion (the U.S. is 
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the largest shareholder at ten percent), the EBRD's claim to fame is that it operates without 
government oversight, "as though it were private money." But on the way to "erasing the legacy 
of 45 years of failed economic policies," Attali spent over a hundred million dollars lavishly 
refurbishing the bank's London headquarters, and twice as much on private jets, staff, and 
overhead as the EBRD disbursed to its 25 impoverished countries. This happened, explained 
Attali, only because of "rapid change" within the countries. The U.S. Board member, Deputy 
Treasury Secretary Roger Altman (CFR), announced in April that the U.S. will await Attali's 
"own plan for tightening spending." 

But Attali is not alone in spending taxpayers' money as though it were private; in fact, the 
seam isn't even his own idea. In 1989 the Bush Administration set up Enterprise Funds for 
Poland, Hungary, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, and Slovakia with taxpayers' money as private, 
nonprofit corporations, a "different" kind of non-regulated, "more efficient" foreign aid. The 
funds' boards are led by big-name financiers such as John Birkelund (CFR), chairman of Dillon 
Read and Co, who heads the Polish-American Enterprise Fund. Birkelund says the funds' 
autonomy is the secret of their success in "encouraging" private enterprise, although he does not 
spell out just whose success he is talking about. The Hungarian-American Enterprise Fund is so 
autonomous, in fact, that it recently came to light that it is paying $100,000 of the annual salary 
of the head of the Hungarian government holding company that owns more than 100 of that 
nation's major industries. Presumably his job is to get a line on the most promising of these 
companies and "encourage" them to sell to the Insider elite, who borrow the sale price from the 
Fund. 

But the setup that tops all others is the Russian-American Bankers Forum, concocted by 
the Federal Reserve (on what authority?) to "help Russia build a Western-style banking and 
financial system from scratch." Headed by E. Gerald Corrigan (CFR, TC), powerful president of 
the New York Federal Reserve Bank, the Forum's mandate is to supply loans "without regard to 
credit worthiness." Working with Corrigan are David Rockefeller; John Opel, former chairman 
of IBM; Richard Debs, former president of Morgan Stanley; John Whitehead, former chairman 
of Goldman Sachs; and Cyrus Vance, former secretary of state under President Carter. All are 
members of the CFR and/or Trilateral Commission. 


The investment situation in Asia is considerably different than in Europe. China and Vietnam 
are still overtly communist regimes making no pretense of metamorphosing into democracies or 
free markets. But they are both "privatizing." Although we are assured that China is undergoing a 
"breathtaking economic transformation," the new look is purely cosmetic. However, this is only 
the beginning in China. When paramount leader Deng Xiaoping (with more exterminations to his 
credit than any communist leader still alive) opened Guandong province on the east coast to 
foreign investment, logic tells us he did so for one reason -he was told to. It would be naive to 
doubt this. We have seen how Insider manipulations put the communists in the seat of power in 
the first place. Why would the Insiders relinquish their control over their puppets? Can anyone 
believe that the top communists don't know they owe their very existence to the Insiders? If the 
Insiders had thrown the mighty weight of the U.S. behind Chiang Kai-shek, the Chinese 
communists would have ceased to be. 

During the past 50 years the Insiders, who make or break governments at will (as they 
broke Chiang, the Shah of Iran, Batista of Cuba, Pinochet of Chile, Somoza of Nicaragua, the 
government of El Salvador, and now the white government of South Africa), could have used 
any number of occasions as reason for overthrowing the regime, the latest being Tiananmen 
Square. But George Bush sat on his hands and made not a single move to support that uprising. 
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Obviously the plan is to keep these old criminals in power until the Insiders have fully positioned 
themselves in Eastern Europe and the new republics. 

Meanwhile, tools of repression prevent the loathed Communist Party from being toppled 
by the Chinese people themselves. Most of the country is still the Old China of mudholed roads, 
shanties, open sewers, polluted water, and surging masses of people. The glitz along the coast is 
a world apart from the interior, where substandard living conditions are universal. Hardships and 
regimentation, to say nothing of the incredible cruelties of Mao's "Cultural Revolution," have 
made the people passive and fearful of attracting attention. 

Although it is common knowledge that dealing with China enriches and strengthens the 
Communist Party, yet there is, indeed, a frenzy to invest in that tortured land. Rock bottom labor 
costs and a huge consumer market of over a billion people in need of everything is the green 
pasture the Insiders have been counting on. Even though in the hierarchy of country risks China 
is at the very top, by the first of this year contracts for foreign investment rocketed to $57 billion. 

AT&T, with a stable full of CFR/Trilateral members on its board, recently signed a $30 
million contract for cellular network equipment; Chrysler's Beijing Jeep is the largest of 
Chrysler's joint ventures abroad; Boeing is selling 47 jetliners to China this year with a projected 
demand for 800 planes in 15 years. Amoco is spending $1.5 billion to develop a huge oil field in 
the South China Sea; this is one of the largest international developments in the company's 
history. The list of deals is long. 

But a bothersome cloud has appeared on the horizon. During his campaign, Bill Clinton 
thought he could win points by appearing to care about human rights and by talking tough about 
not renewing China's most favored nation trade status (MFN) in June; now he is stuck trying to 
get out of another promise. But in an isolated example of decency, a number of congressmen 
have been pressing Mr. Clinton to use our tremendous trade leverage not only to wipe out 
George Bush's preferential tariff treatment for China, but also to demand an end to slave labor, 
forced abortions, the proliferation of nuclear weapons, and the imprisonment of thousands of 
Tiananmen protestors. 

But don't hold your breath. The latest word from President Clinton is that he will renew 
China's MEN status for the 12-month period beginning this July 3rd, but that any future renewal 
would be tied to human rights. Winston Lord, former President of the Council on Foreign 
Relations and now a special envoy to China, did not make much progress during talks in Beijing 
about human rights and arms proliferation. Fearing reprisals, over 300 firms with total sales to 
China of $7.5 billion, urged Mr. Clinton to renew the trade status unconditionally. We expected 
in advance that Mr. Clinton would renew, as George Bush did, while mouthing "conditions" of 
Chinese "promises," for this is the Insider position. 

If the President's position on China is phony, his stance on Vietnam is obscene. We have 
seen how our so-called "enmity" with Vietnam is a fraud. Yet the 17-year trade embargo still 
stands (as of this writing). This tells us the Insiders have been keeping Vietnam, with its huge oil 
reserves, on the back burner until its development fits into their timetable. 

Communist Vietnam is truly virgin territory. Its roads, ports, railroads, power plants, and 
telecommunications are a shambles. There is no electric power three days a week; less than 30 
percent of surfaced roads are usable; bridges have been out since the war; it takes two days to 
travel by train from Saigon to Hanoi in this country about the size of Florida; shipped goods are 
usually stolen. The Lenin mentality is pervasive: Business ethics and integrity are dismissed as 
"bourgeois morality." The economic and social disintegration wrought by communism is truly 
impressive. 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


After stalling for three years to lift the embargo, last year George Bush resorted to the 
most phony and cruel delaying tactic he could have come up with -- demanding an accounting 
for the 2,273 American servicemen still missing in Indochina. This in the face of the endless 
impediments, denials, obfuscations, and outright lies emanating for years from Washington in its 
coverup of our missing men. 

Falling in with the charade, Vietnam started an unprecedented cooperation with U.S. 
investigators. Heading the U.S. team was President Bush's special envoy, General John Vessey, 
former chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and long-time member of the CFR. No evidence of 
surviving servicemen was found. Mr. Bush then sent Vietnam War veteran Senator John Kerry 
(D-MA) to Vietnam. Kerry, founder of Vietnam Veterans Against the War, after a day in Hanoi 
said he had investigated reports of 50 live sightings and found no evidence of their truth. He 
recommended that the U.S. reward Vietnam within a month for its cooperation. 

It looked as though the Insiders were finally ready. In December of last year, Mr. Bush 
loosened the embargo; rejoicing U.S. companies were henceforth allowed to sign contracts, open 
offices, hire staff, and conduct marketing studies. In January, the Senate Select Committee on 
POW/MIAs, headed by Kerry, reported that no American captives remain alive; the U.S. didn't 
knowingly abandon any of them or cover up any evidence; groups insisting otherwise are merely 
exploiting the issue for financial gain. 

Although a tantalizingly brief report was leaked that Hanoi's UN envoy had tried to 
defect to provide MIA data, this quickly disappeared from the news and U.S. companies headed 
for Hanoi, their sights fixed on Vietnam's cheap labor ($1 a day), abundant deposits of oil, coal, 
and minerals, plus a strategic location. By the end of March, 623 projects totaling $4.6 billion 
had been approved. 

Meanwhile Japan, which has been in a fever to invest in Vietnam, has held back all these 
years "in deference to the U.S. embargo." The real reason has had a lot more to do with money. 
Hanoi is badly in arrears to the IMF, the funnel through which our tax dollars have been 
sustaining that communist regime all along. This debt has made Vietnam ineligible for more IMF 
and World Bank funding. Development on the scale Vietnam needs will require huge sums -- the 
State Department says $50 billion to start with. But how could the work begin without the cash 
cows to pay for it? In April a "group of nations" agreed to provide loans to pay off the old IMF 
debt; Mr. Clinton prepared to "normalize relations"; the IMF, World Bank, and Asian 
Development Bank prepared to rain hundreds of millions of tax dollars on the Insiders. 

Then a bothersome fly appeared in the ointment. An American researching in Soviet 
archives discovered a 1972 report prepared by the Vietnam military that indicated Vietnam held 
more than twice as many U.S. prisoners as were released a year later. But again, not to worry. 
General Vessey said he would "ask Hanoi to explain the document." President Clinton sent 
Senator Kerry back to Hanoi to deliver a message to Viemamese leader Le Duc Anh. Kerry 
"hinted that the U.S. might lift its embargo if Hanoi supplies more information." Our assessment 
of Insider intentions: Once Hanoi issues another denial, the last chapter of the tragic story of our 
missing men will have been written. The book will be closed, the agonies of the abandoned will 
pass into history, and the Insiders will inherit Vietnam. 

If there is a lesson to be learned from this brief overview of the progress of the Great 
Conspiracy, it is that we, the American people, have allowed it all to happen. Perhaps there was 
no way we could have known about or stopped the betrayal of Eastern Europe and China; that 
treachery is water over the dam. But since that time the information has been there; many people, 
John Birch Society founder Robert Welch prominently among them, have devoted years of their 
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lives to publicizing the facts. Yet we are now allowing our dollars to be taken from us to finance 
the Insiders’ purchase of the world's resources. While we look the other way, they are amassing 
the power and wealth to control the rest of us. With taxpayer financed loans and taxpayer 
financed insurance on both loans and any corporate money invested, only the taxpayers can lose. 

What must we do? We must realize that the Insiders’ Achilles heel is that they are 
dependent upon our tax dollars for success. In other words, we, the American people, have it 
within our power to stop the Insiders by cutting off their water. We must stop congressional 
approval of "foreign" aid. We must stop congressional funding of the World Bank and IMF. The 
beauty of it is, we can do it, because every member of Congress is hostage to our vote. Every one 
of us must get busy and work to lower taxes through less government and get everyone we know 
to work with us. We must contact our senators and representatives either personally or by mall. 
We must expose the scam that tens of billions of dollars are needed to create free markets. We 
must preach the truth that the Insiders abhor free markets; instead, their design is a 
government/corporate monopoly with themselves in control through the power of our own 
dollars. 

Mr. and Mrs. America, it's up to us. We can stop the Insiders! 

Clinton's China Reversal 

ITEM: The May 30th New York Times praised Bill Clinton's position on renewing Communist 
China's most favored nation trade status (MFN) in an editorial entitled, "On China: Mr. Clinton 
Keeps Faith." The editorial began, "President Clinton has now given Chinese leaders notice that 
their trading privileges with the U.S. will depend directly on their respect for internationally 
recognized human rights. He thus keeps faith not only with his campaign commitments but with 
America's responsibility to millions of Chinese who want to see political freedom keep up with 
the rapid pace of economic change." 

CORRECTION: Not only did Mr. Clinton's decision to extend China's MFN trade status not 
keep faith with his campaign commitments, but the editors of the New York Times presumably 
were aware of this. Two days before this editorial appeared, the Times ran a front-page story that 
came much closer to the truth: "Mr. Clinton's position is a softening of his approach during last 
year's campaign, in which he argued that President Bush was wrong to extend China's favorable 
trade status without first demanding improvements in its human rights record." 

Indeed, Mr. Clinton's position during the campaign was very clear! In his book-length 
campaign manifesto entitled Putting People First, he stated: "We believe that the Bush 
Administration erred by extending Most Favored Nation trade status to the People's Republic of 
China before it achieved documented progress on human rights. We should not reward China 
with improved trade relations when it has continued to trade goods made by prison labor and has 
failed to make sufficient progress on human rights since the Tiananmen Square massacre." 

During 1992, Mr. Bush twice vetoed legislation that would have tied China's MFN status 
to that country's performance on human rights. Congress failed to override either veto. The 
second bill, vetoed in September of that year, would have blocked the President from extending 
China's MEN status in 1993 unless he was able to certify that China had made significant 
progress on human rights and weapons non-proliferation. 

Judging by candidate Clinton's criticism of Mr. Bush's China policy, one might have 
concluded that the second bill, even if it were enacted into law, would have become superfluous 
if Mr. Clinton, not Mr. Bush, occupied the White House in 1993. Sadly, this is not the case. On 
May 28th of this year, President Clinton officially informed Congress that he intends to renew 
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China's MFN status for the 12-month period beginning July 3rd. He intends to grant this renewal 
unconditionally. That is to say, he does not intend to tie this renewal to any improvement in 
human rights on China's part. 

Of course, if Mr. Clinton were abiding by his campaign commitments, he would not 
renew China's MEN status at all until such time as that country's dismal human rights record 
substantially improves. This would mean not renewing the status this year. As Representative 
Gerald Solomon (R-NY), who was disappointed by the renewal of China's MFN status, 
explained, "the Chinese regime has done nothing in the last year to warrant the extension -- 
blatant violations of basic human rights continue unabated." 

When Mr. Clinton announced his decision to renew China's MFN status, he also 
promised that any future renewal would have to be tied to human rights. It was this promise that 
enabled the major media to portray the extension as conditional, which it is not. But now that the 
President has broken faith with his campaign rhetoric of 1992, what is to keep him from breaking 
his most recent promise when China's MFN status comes up for renewal again in 19947 In the 
meantime, China will be able to enjoy the benefits of preferential trade treatment for another 12 
months without having made any concessions whatsoever. 

Disappearing Forests? 

ITEM: The Ecoforestry Institute and other environmental groups placed a full-page ad in the 
May 24th New York Times warning against the disappearance of U.S. native forests. The ad 
shows a Set of three maps of the present United States that depict the decline of, native forests 
from 1620 to 1850 and then to 1989. The ad states that industrial forestry -- by which it means 
"tree farms, plantations, clear-cutting" -- kills forests. 

CORRECTION: The Ecoforestry Institute ad does not point out that. there are more forests in 
the United States today than there were even a few decades ago. As Dr. Dixy Lee Ray explains 
in her new book, Environmental Overkill (see our review on page 31), "The increase is 
estimated to be at least 450 million more acres of wooded land and 23 percent more standing 
forest trees than 40 years ago. The present, average annual wood growth is three-and-a-half times 
more than in 1920, and the annual increase in the size of forests exceeds logging by 37 percent 
per year." 

The Ecoforestry Institute ad also does not specify how old a forest must be in order to 
constitute a "native" forest. Such a forest obviously cannot consist of trees that have existed for 
all time; every tree must eventually age and die. If we use as a benchmark old-growth forests 
(forests containing trees 200 years old or older), there are, according to Dr. Ray, "13.2 million 
acres of old growth" in the U.S. today, "of which 8 million acres are totally protected in national 
parks and wilderness areas. These trees can never be cut. If we took this 8 million acres of 
protected old growth and imagined it to form a band five miles wide, it would extend from the 
Pacific Coast all across the country to the Atlantic Ocean." 

Organizations such as Ecoforestry argue that second growth forests are vastly different 
from the old growth they replaced, but this is simply not the case. Dr. Ray notes that when Last 
of the Mohicans movie director Michael Mann "combed America for an oldgrowth forest 
duplicating the book's site in upstate New York, he found and fell in love with just the 'right old 
forest' -- between Burke and McDowell Counties at Lake James in North Carolina. What he 
didn't realize was that 'the white pines nearest the fort were planted only 19 years ago. In fact, the 
oldest tree in the 7,000 acres within view of the fort is 30 years old." 

-- GARY BENOIT 
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Environmental Ammo 


Environmental Overkill: Whatever Happened to Common Sense?, by Dixy Lee Ray 
with Lou R. Guzzo, Washington DC: Regnery Gateway, 1993, 260 pages, hardcover, $19.95. 
Available from General Birch Services Corp., P.O. Box 8040, Appleton, WI 54913. Add $3.00 
for postage and handling. 

Dixy Lee Ray has done it again. In 1990, she blessed us with Trashing the Planet, a 
superlative exposé of the popular delusions, myths, lies, and disinformation concerning all things 
"environmental." And it came not a moment too soon. Hers was a voice of calm reason and 
common sense amidst the chaotic chorus of professional disaster lobbyists and Chicken Littles 
prophesying imminent, global, ecological destruction. With facts, logic, wit, and brilliant 
perspective, Dr. Ray devastated the pet theories of the technophobes and eco-apocalyptics who 
would have us believe we must fear everything and accept totalitarian controls over every aspect 
of our lives to "save the earth." 

Scientific Offensive 

In Trashing the Planet, Ray marshaled the evidence of science to puncture the flimsy hot 
air balloons of the global warming, ozone depletion, and acid rain theorists. With scientific facts 
and sound thinking she also demolished the nonsensical arguments behind the hysterical 
crusades against pesticides, alar, dioxin, PCBs, radon, asbestos, and nuclear power. Few of us 
have escaped the green propaganda onslaught unscathed; virtually everyone has been victimized 
with needless worries over alleged dangers lurking in the most common and benign substances in 
our homes, workplaces, and neighborhoods. Few of us have the academic background, the access 
to the scientific data, and the time to investigate the validity of the continuous outpouring of 
environmental doomsday scenarios. 

The sensational headline on the cover of a national magazine recently asked, "Is My 
Electric Blanket Killing Me?" Well, is it? Are the world's forests on the verge of extinction? Is 
the "ozone hole" growing? Are CFCs from our air conditioners threatening to expose us to 
deadly ultraviolet rays? Is the northern spotted owl truly endangered? Does the government do a 
better job than private property owners of protecting the environment? Is man-made CO causing 
global temperatures to rise? Is world population outstripping food production and natural 
resources? The answers to these and hundreds of other vital questions are to be found in Dixy 
Lee Ray's marvelous new book, Environmental Overkill. 

And who better than Dr. Ray to lead us through the labyrinthine maze of half truths, lies, 
bogus statistics, and crank "science"? In her long, distinguished career as a scientist and a public 
official, Dr. Ray has ever exemplified the virtues of courage, honesty, and integrity. Unlike far 
too many of her colleagues in academe and politics, she has eschewed the temptation to cave in 
to the forces of political correctness. Whether serving as governor of the state of Washington, 
chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, assistant secretary of state in the U.S. Bureau of 
Oceans, or as a longtime member of the zoology faculty of the University of Washington, she 
has repeatedly shown the fortitude to stand up for, and speak out for, the truth, regardless of the 
harangues and harassment of the purveyors of political correctness. 

Ultimate Goal 

Ray launches into her new book with a chapter entitled "The Future According to Rio," a 
sobering look at the frightening plans for planetary control emanating from last year's UN Earth 
Summit in Brazil. It was my good fortune to meet up with Dr. Ray many times in Rio during my 
coverage of that farcical Eco-Woodstock that was presented to the world by the doting 
Establishment media as a legitimate conference concerned with serious matters of science 
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affecting global survival. Together with an international panel of renowned scientists, she 
participated in a privately sponsored "Earth Summit Alternatives" conference that exposed the 
fraudulent claims and the totalitarian "solutions" of the UN summiteers. The "alternative" voices 
were like sweet music amidst the cacophony of fright peddlers clucking, cooing, and chanting 
their save-the-earth slogans and Gaia-worshipping mantras. Unfortunately, it was the raucous 
humbuggery of the greenies, globies, and warmies and the ludicrous pontifications of 
international socialists such as Norwegian Prime Minister Gro Harlem Briindtland, former 
French Prime Minister Michel Rocard, and UNCED chief Maurice Strong that carried the day -- 
thanks to the "objective" reporting of the Rather-Brokaw-Jennings-Time-Newsweek- New York 
Times-AP-Washington Post media axis. 

Dr. Ray recognizes that the ultimate goal of Briindtland, Rocard, Strong, et al, is to 
undermine and destroy national sovereignty -- especially American sovereignty -- and she cites 
many statements by these principals blatantly advocating exactly that. "The objective, clearly 
enunciated by the leaders of UNCED," Ray notes, "is to bring about a change in the present 
system of nations. The future is to be world government, with central planning by the UN. Fear 
of environmental crises, whether real or not, is expected to lead to compliance. If force is needed, 
it will be provided by a green-helmeted police force...." 

She asks, "Are environmental issues so serious and imminently catastrophic as to require 
that we give up a significant part of our independence, our liberty?... Must we destroy our nation 
in order to 'save the planet'?" 

For those uncritical, mushy minds that follow the prophets of doom, the answer, of 
course, is an unequivocal "yes." Many of these dupes are beyond help. But for the millions of 
literate Americans who still retain a modicum of common sense, Dixy Lee Ray's Environmental 
Overkill is a godsend that will serve as a reliable guide through the bewildering welter of claims 
and counterclaims that typify every environmental debate. 

Those Frightening Scenarios 

Dr. Ray has taken on all of the current environmental "crises" that daily assault our 
senses from the newspaper headlines and the evening news. Starting with the biggies -- global 
warming and ozone depletion -- she revisits familiar territory with fresh and updated scientific 
data. 

Anthropogenic (man-made) CO: is estimated to total some seven billion tons annually 
worldwide. Sound like an enormous sum? Well, nature -- through volcanoes, geysers, and the 
respiration of countless organisms -- contributes an estimated 200 billion tons annually. 
Man-made CFCs (chlorofluorocarbons) contribute roughly 750,000 tons of chloride to the 
atmosphere per year. Mother earth contributes 600 million tons of chloride through sea water 
evaporation alone. Volcanoes provide many billions 

more. 

Not that any of these effluents -- natural or man-made -- matter that much one way or the 
other. When it comes to the "greenhouse" effect -- a phenomenon essential to life on our planet 
as we know it -- CO: plays a relatively insignificant role. "Indeed," notes Ray, "although carbon 
dioxide is getting all the attention in greenhouse discussions, it is really water -- the water vapor 
of the atmosphere, and droplets in the clouds -- that is the main greenhouse gas. Water is 
responsible for 98 percent of all greenhouse warming." And the evidence, from voluminous 
temperature measurements taken from weather-monitoring stations throughout the world over 
the past hundred years, as well as the continuous temperature readings taken by the Tiros II 
satellite, shows no current global temperature trends either up or down. 
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But that is only part of the picture. The good professor surveys the frightening scenarios 
and frantic statements of the global warmies from a number of different angles, applying 
common sense and the facts of science so deftly that their perfervid bleatings are completely 
exposed for the utterly absurd and fraudulent ravings that they have always been. 

In similar fashion, she methodically examines the emotionally and politically charged 
doomsday predictions of the self-appointed guardians of the ozone layer. A major problem with 
their theory, she points out, "is that ultraviolet radiation levels at the earth's surface are going 
down, not up." Just the opposite of what the ecofanatics tell us is happening as the result of man's 
pumping of CFCs into the atmosphere. Moreover, how do these CFCs rise into the stratosphere 
when the CFC molecules are four to eight times heavier than air? Answer: There is no evidence 
that they do reach the stratosphere. "At least 192 chemical reactions and another 48 
photochemical reactions have been identified in the stratosphere," observes Ray, "but none 
involves CFCs." 

Nevertheless, because the U.S. Senate ratified the UN's Montreal Protocol on ozone 
depletion, Americans will be paying hundreds of billions of dollars and suffering untold 
refrigeration and air conditioning headaches as the CFC ban -- including freon and halons -- goes 
into effect. This is a crime. As Ray points out, "Not only are CFCs safe, but all of the proposed 
substitutes have turned out to be very expensive, and some are toxic, flammable, and corrosive. 
All are inefficient compared to freon." The cost of this one mad act, she notes, "may be as high 
as $5 trillion worldwide by the year 2005." The cost in human lives is even more grim. Because 
of the severe effect on transportation and storage of food due to the loss or greatly increased cost 
of refrigeration, avers Dr. Ray, "estimates indicate that between 20 to 40 million people will die 
yearly from hunger, starvation, and food-borne diseases." 

Survival Handbook 

This is a survival handbook that every thoughtful American should have readily available 
to fend off the neverending deluge of Luddite propaganda so prevalent in our contemporary 
culture. Are you concerned about the claims that electromagnetic fields (EMFs) produced by 
electric power lines or electric appliances may be causing cancer? Dr. Ray takes the mystery and 
quackery out of the issue, explaining in common layman's terms the results of all available 
research into the health effects of EMFs. Unlike her emotionally overwrought counterparts, 
however, she does not assert dogmatically that there are no dangers from EMFs. As in other 
areas of inquiry, if evidence arises to lend support to the worries of the perpetual hand-wringers, 
she is more than willing to concede that prudent remedial policies and actions should be 
implemented. But she is not willing to join the stampede to impose costly, precipitous, 
counterproductive -- even dangerous -- programs on the public based on the histrionics of the 
enviroalarmists. 

In like manner, she deals with the real and imagined problems associated with urban air 
pollution, population growth, endangered species legislation, wetlands policies, forest 
management, and food production. Especially important are her chapters on the governmental 
assault on private property and the comparisons of environmental policies (and results) on 
government-owned versus privately owned lands. Her chapters on "The Gospel According to 
Gore," "Governing by Regulation," and "Who's Responsible for Overkill" are also power packed. 

Dixy Lee Ray recognizes that there are global stakes involved in the battle against the 
environmental extremists. "More and more it is becoming clear that those who support the 
so-called 'New World Order' or World Government under the United Nations have adopted 
global environmentalism as a basis for the dissolution of independent nations and the 
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international realignment of power," she warns. 

Environmental Overkill is a powerful and much welcomed reinforcement in the freedom 
fight. Superbly researched and well crafted, it will be a highly valued and most useful resource 
for a long time to come. 

-- WILLIAM _F. JASPER 


LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC How the Left Used 
Anita Hill 

The Real Anita Hill, by David Brock, New York: The Free Press, 1993, 438 pages, 
hardcover, $24.95. 

Public opinion has not been kind to Supreme Court Justice Clarence Thomas in regard to 
the sexual harassment charges made by Anita Hill. Polls show that the further we get from those 
dramatic and irreconcilable testimonies in 1991, the more people say they believe Anita Hill. At 
the end of the hearings the public favored Thomas by a two-to-one margin. But by October 1992, 
a Wall Street Journal poll showed a reversal -- with 44 percent believing Hill and but 34 percent 
thinking that Thomas told the truth. A Newsweek poll in December 1992 reported that 51 percent 
of women then viewed Thomas as the harasser of his former assistant, compared to 27 percent in 
October 1991. 

It was not a change of any facts that brought about the shift (indeed the mood swing took 
place as observers became more removed from the events they viewed themselves), but the 
power of the media and feminist propaganda. That, and the fact that Hill has parlayed her brief 
notoriety into celebrity status, while Thomas has concentrated on his job, remaining silent about 
the event that besmirched his reputation indelibly. 

Turning the Tide 

Now comes David Brock, a writer with The American Spectator and other publications, 
whose exhaustive and well-reasoned study threatens to push the pendulum back in favor of 
Thomas. Having been extremely well-received, The Real Anita Hill itself faces a backlash from 
leftists who can only stand to spin modern history their way. 

The blitz against Brock's book is typified by a review in The New Yorker in which the 
reviewer implies that one cannot believe anything Brock says because he 1s a right-winger whose 
work was assisted by a group headed by William Simon. (Brock acknowledges up front that the 
Olin Foundation and Bradley Foundation provided funding to enable him to pay for a 
researcher.) And William Simon, you see, headed a committee that favored the confirmation of 
Clarence Thomas. 

Facts won't convince some people. Indeed, there are otherwise reasonable people of this 
reviewer's own acquaintance who argue that it does not make any difference whether Anita Hill's 
charge against Clarence Thomas is true or not, as long as the cause of fighting sexual harassment 
is advanced. Those folks will not read Brock's book in the first place. 

Author Brock himself says that when the harassment charges were first aired at the 
Supreme Court confirmation hearings, he believed Hill. No more. Indeed, one of the points that 
Brock makes is that whenever Hill was able to get any tangential corroboration, it came from 
people who did not know Clarence Thomas, whereas those who knew both protagonists believed 
him. But, then, as Anita Hill has been arguing in her own lectures on campus, "women should be 
supported regardless of proof." 

Anita Hill, the Yale Law graduate who followed Thomas from her position at the 
Department of Education (where the alleged harassing took place) to the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission, is (despite the title) not made into a fiend in the book. Clarence 
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Thomas had come to the pinnacle of his career, making it through four investigations by enemies 
in the U.S. Senate and five by the FBI, only to be undermined by one woman's remarks. Yet 
Brock demonstrates that Anita Hill, too, was victimized. 

Hill, it is Brock's contention, expected total anonymity and was misled by her supposed 
friends and pushed into signing a statement with the Judiciary Committee. Ironically, although it 
would have taken incredible gall on his part if he were guilty, Thomas had encouraged the 
Justice Department -- prior to her charges -- to get Anita Hill as one of his own witnesses. 

It is not giving away the plot to divulge that two of the true villains in the book are a 
liberal Midwest senator with a bow tie affectation, and a staffer (who had been at the very least a 
schoolmate of Anita Hill) working in the office of an ultraliberal Buckeye senator who had it in 
for Clarence Thomas. After demonstrating why and how he arrives at the conclusions, Brock 
makes the case for the leakers of Hill's confidential FBI file and Judiciary Committee statement 
being Senator Paul Simon (D-IL) and James Brudney of the office of Senator Howard 
Metzenbaum (D-OH). ConFess, Brock notes, exempted itself from the Privacy Act so such 
matters are not violations of federal law, although they do violate the (oxymoronic) ethics of the 
Senate. 

While all those white guys in the Senate may be guilty of many things (their supposed 
failure to understand harassment, in popular political mythology, led to the "Year of the 
Woman"), in this case they did not refuse to act on charges. It was the supposedly resolute Hill 
whose reticence caused a delay in her hearing. 

"Shadow Senate" 

The "Shadow Senate" did not want Thomas confirmed. That is the author's term for the 
special-interest liberal lobbies, Senate staffers, and scandal-driven media that have become the 
real hurdle over which conservative judicial nominees must jump. Having cut their teeth most 
recently on Robert Bork (whose name was thereafter transformed into a verb), the Shadow 
Senate brought Clarence Thomas into its sights. "The aim of borking," explains the author, "was 
to make a nominee appear to be unfit for the bench if he or she had ever taken any action, written 
any public or private opinion, or made any quotable statement that contradicted the position of 
the liberal groups." 

Having worked among such people in DC, this reviewer can attest that Brock is not 
exaggerating this point. Nothing is off limits in the attempted smears -as proven in incidents 
wherein, for example, Thomas' religion, his wife's race, his sanity, and even his garbage were all 
trashed by opponents. 

Certainly Hill must be held accountable for her own actions, and Thomas supporters may 
wish that Brock's searching better bore out how a supposedly vengeful, vicious woman tried to 
destroy her former mentor by fair means or foul. Yet what Brock does show in detail -- and in 
doing so he reveals the contents of sealed Judiciary Committee interviews and affidavits, as well 
as parts of the FBI files -- is that a reluctant Hill was used. "Indeed," says the author as he 
shatters the image of the brave woman who dared to step forward, "Hill never really 'came 
forward’ at all. More accurately, she was drawn forward by a group of fervently committed 
Senate staffers who wanted to use her charge to beat the Thomas nomination. Through their 
zealous efforts, these staffers sucked Hill into the borking machinery." 

Less than Corroboration 

Key to Anita Hill's case was one Susan Hoerchner, a former friend and appeals examiner 
for workers' compensation with the title of "judge" (who herself had just been a corroborating 
witness in a sex harassment case against a 70-year-old fellow judge, who then retired). 
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Hoerchner first told investigators for the Senate that the case Hill had complained about was in 
the spring of 1981 -- a full six months before Anita Hill worked for Thomas. Was this simply a 
slip in memory? Perhaps, but she fixed the date with other events that corresponded to this 
recollection. 

Moreover, the harasser of Hill was apparently not named in this incident remembered ten 
years later: "I think she referred to him as Clarence," was as far as Hoerchner went at that time. 
However, after consulting with one of Hill's attorneys, Hoerchner fudged on the times and later 
changed her testimony under oath to indicate that she unequivocally remembered that the 
supposedly harassing boss in question was Clarence Thomas. 

Just as some of the testimony used against Clarence Thomas was less than convincing, 
not all of Brock's witnesses score big either. One might be more inclined to question his 
occasional use of unnamed sources (among his more than 500 footnotes), only if one did not 
realize that there are serious consequences -- on campuses, in particular -- of making unpopular 
remarks about Saint Anita. In his attempt to demonstrate fairness, the author draws what seems 
an inappropriate analogy equating the zealotry of the Shadow Senate and Oliver North's 
Iran-Contra activities. (It takes more than that to mollify critics from the political left.) Those 
minor peccadillos aside, Brock does add significant new information to the controversy; while 
one might come to certain different conclusions, he offers plenty for the reader to judge for 
himself. 

There are the matters of how Hill was close to being fired from a prominent liberal law 
firm before joining the government, and how (at a time when he was supposedly pressing Hill to 
date him) Thomas was actually contemplating marriage to another woman. Hill has apparently 
made inordinate numbers of allegations, both before and after the alleged Thomas charges, 
blaming sexism, racism, and sexual harassment for various difficulties in her life. Thomas 
himself told Senator John Danforth (R-Me), his chief defender and former employer, that Hill 
had alleged that she had left her previous law firm in 1981 because of sexual harassment. 

Hill's Views of Thomas 

The contradictions involved are many. This supposed harasser, Hill was telling 
colleagues at the same time, "would make a great father" and was an "ideal boss" because he 
"treats women with respect." Yet, at the EEOC she complained she was not able to get him to 
notice her enough. 

Nor was Hill, as the mass media tried to portray her (in order to take away political 
motivation), a conservative Republican. Her celebrated "defense" of Robert Bork, it turns out, 
defended none of his positions. Hill happens to be a Democrat, and a very liberal one to boot. 
Other motives? Brock points, in particular, to Hill's not having been promoted at the EEOC and 
her belief that Thomas was becoming too conservative (a "dangerous thinker," in her words) and 
a "race traitor." 

After dealing with the specifics, Brock summarizes how the case that would support 
Anita Hill crumbled: 

Hill did not come forward voluntarily after suppressing an experience of sexual 

harassment for ten years, rather, she was induced to file a complaint by Senate 

staffers and interest group partisans who wanted to defeat the nomination 

regardless of the charge's truth or falsehood, and then "outed" Hill when the plan 

did not work. Hill's sworn testimony was filled with evasions, suppressions, and 

falsehood. None of her four witnesses was able to corroborate the charge. 

Angela Wright, the so-called "other woman" who failed to testify, never 
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charged Thomas with harassment and had major credibility problems. Thomas's 

alleged penchant for pornography was nothing more than a typical collegiate 

experience and had no bearing on the sexual harassment charge. Hill's polygraph 

test was conducted in secret, with the result announced only after it had been 

administered; moreover, the examiner had previously produced inaccurate results 

and lied to the press when asked about them. 

Professor Hill, the valorous and put-upon woman who was not going to profit by her 
testimony, last year pulled down more than $100,000 in awards and speaking fees, while being 
crowned by the progressive crowd with the title of the Rosa Parks of sexual harassment. Her 
victim-hood has not been that costly. Justice Thomas did get his seat on the bench, but far too 
many will consider him guilty until he proves himself innocent, a virtual impossibility. So who 
won? 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


Patent Nonsense 

From 1982 to 1992, prescription drug prices rocketed 138 percent. The underlying cause 
of the problem, writes Chris Warden in the May issue of Private Practice, is the "extensive 
network of federal and state regulation of prescription drugs." Consider, for instance, the impact 
of such regulation on the patent process. Warden, a contributing editor for Consumers’ 
Research, recalls that in 1963, before legislation requiring that new drugs be deemed effective as 
well as safe was fully implemented, "the cost and time to bring a new drug to market were about 
$29 million and 2.5 years, respectively." But by 1990, "the drug approval process cost $231 
million and took an average of 12 years...." 

Today the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) "takes an average of 2.5 years to review 
a company's 9.5 years of studies." Since patents are granted for 17 years, this expensive, 
snail's-pace process severely reduces the marketing time for patented drugs. A "pharmaceutical 
company typically has only five years to market the drug exclusively," so drug companies must 
"attempt to recoup their costs as quickly as possible." And that in turn means higher prices to 
consumers, due not so much to drug industry greed as to the imperatives of government 
regulatory requirements. (Box 1485, Shawnee, OK 74801) 

"Memories" of Abuse 

An increasing number of families throughout the United States are being tom asunder as 
adult children, carefully guided by therapists, suddenly recall "sexual abuse" at the hands of 
parents or other close relatives, abuse which supposedly occurred decades earlier when the 
"victims" were mere infants. In her overview of what has become known as "False Memory 
Syndrome," Gayle Hanson writes in the May 24th issue of Insight, "Nearly all of those making 
the allegations are white, college-educated daughters in their 30s to early 40s, and in the vast 
majority of the cases the memories of their alleged sexual abuse occurred only after some kind of 
psychiatric or psychological therapy." 

Hanson summarizes the work of Elizabeth Loftus, "one of the world's foremost experts in 
the field of cognitive memory," whose University of Washington-Seattle research team has run 
experiments to determine if false memories can indeed be implanted. "Not only did Loftus and 
her colleagues make their subjects believe they had at one time been abandoned in a shopping 
mall during childhood," Hanson reports, "but the subjects also invariably filled out the false 
memory with richly drawn detail. What was suggested to them became real -- so much so that 
when some of the subjects were made aware of the deception, they found it difficult to let go of 
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the falsehood." (3600 New York Avenue NE, Washington, DC 20002) 
Indebted Indeed! 

Just how deep is the debt hole we have dug for ourselves? And what repercussions may 
we expect? Larry Bates, publisher and editor of Monetary and Economic Review, notes in the 
May issue that "we have $11.8 trillion domestic debt (federal, state, local, corporate, mortgage 
and consumer debt) and only $3.5 trillion in money supply," which means that if all of the 
presently circulating money were used to reduce the massive debt burden, there would still be 
$8.3 trillion to pay with "money that doesn't exist." And that, in turn, means that "the people who 
have loaned their money to banks, insurance companies, brokerage houses, governments and 
corporations either (1) won't get paid back, or (2) government will print massive amounts of 
money to pay you back, thereby causing your money to become worthless." 

Bates believes that the second option is most likely, "which will generate an inflationary 
collapse with those holding debt instruments (better called IOUs) being leveled out and made 
poor so as to cause them to cry out for some kind of government sponsored aid. In return for that 
‘government assistance,' you'll be required to give up your political freedoms...." (3500 JFK 
Parkway, Fort Collins, CO 80525) 

Gargantua Grows 

The May/June issue of Executive Alert, published by the Dallas-based National Center 
for Policy Analysis, cites research indicating that in 1992, for the first time, "more people in the 
United States worked for government than for all manufacturing companies. Federal, state and 
local governments now employ more than 18 million civilian workers and the number of public 
employees has grown far faster than the economy's ability to support them." 

Noting that the federal government alone "borrows almost $1 million per minute on top 
of a $4 trillion national debt," Executive Alert observes, "Total government spending per capita 
(using real 1990 dollars) has increased from $331 in 1900 to more than $8,000 in 1990," with the 
federal government spending $4,760 per capita and state and local government spending another 
$3,549 per capita. 

When it comes to the supposed war on poverty, in 1990 "it would have cost $75 billion to 
raise the income of every family in the nation above the poverty level," but that same year 
"government spent $184 billion on antipoverty programs -- two and one-half times what was 
needed to eliminate poverty, with no noticeable effect." 

The figures cited by Executive Alert were gleaned from a report entitled Government: 
America's #1 Growth Industry, by Stephen Moore of the Institute for Policy Innovation in 
Lewisville, Texas. (12655 North Central Expressway, Suite 710, Dallas, TX 75243) 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


THE LAW 
Criminal Injustice 


The Fifth Amendment to the Constitution provides that no person shall be "subject for the 
same offense to be twice put in jeopardy of life or limb...." The Fifth Amendment originally 
bound only the federal government, but the Supreme Court has interpreted the 14th Amendment 
to apply the double jeopardy and other protections of the Bill of Rights against the states as well. 

Many observers regard the federal civil rights conviction of Los Angeles police officers 
in the Rodney King case -- after their acquittal of state criminal charges involving the same 
incident -as a violation of the spirit, if not the letter, of the double jeopardy protection. It will be 
useful here to describe some aspects of the relation between federal and state criminal 
jurisdiction as it affects double jeopardy and other issues. 
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Whose Jurisdiction? 

Jurisdiction over crimes was one of the powers the states originally reserved to 
themselves. However, some criminal jurisdiction was delegated in the Constitution to the new 
government of the United States. 

Even the Articles of Confederation had provided that Congress had "the sole and 
exclusive power of... appointing courts for the trial of piracies and felonies committed on the 
high seas." The Constitution gave power to Congress to define and punish such offenses and 
"Offenses against the Law of Nations," and to punish treason against the United States and the 
counterfeiting of United States securities and coins. 

The major part of federal criminal jurisdiction, however, rested on congressional power, 
in Article 1, Section 8, to make laws which are "necessary and proper for carrying into 
Execution" its enumerated powers. Thus, a 1789 federal statute punished public revenue frauds. 
In 1790, Congress defined as criminal direct interferences with federal justice, such as perjury in 
a federal court or bribery of a federal judge. 

Prior to the Civil War, federal crimes were generally limited to acts that directly 
interfered with federal functions, such as extortion by a federal officer and theft by an employee 
from the Bank of the United States. 

Early Civil Rights 

After the Civil War, federal civil rights statutes, enacted pursuant to the 13th, 14th, and 
15th Amendments, protected individuals against actions by state officials, and even by private 
persons, which, in some cases, were punishable as well under state law. An attack on a person 
which was a criminal assault under state law could also be punishable in federal court if the 
attack were intended to deprive the victim of a federally protected civil right. As later Supreme 
Court decisions made clear, the same event may be an offense against two sovereignties, state 
and federal; since it would constitute two crimes, the perpetrator could be punished in federal as 
well as in state court without violating the double jeopardy clause. 

During the Civil War, Congress provided for the removal to the federal courts of state, 
civil, or criminal proceedings "against any person who is denied or cannot enforce" in the state 
courts his civil rights as a citizen of the United States. Previously, Congress had provided for 
removal to the federal courts of state prosecution of some federal officials for acts done in their 
official capacity. The expanded removal jurisdiction gave defendants added protection against 
state courts which were hostile to federally protected rights. 

After the Civil War, Congress began the expansion of federal criminal jurisdiction over 
acts involving federal instrumentalities, such as the post office, or affecting interstate commerce. 
Thus, the Post Office Code of 1872 punished the use of the mails to promote fraud or lotteries or 
to disseminate obscenity. In 1910, it became a federal crime to transport a woman in interstate or 
foreign commerce for immoral purposes and, in 1919, to transport a stolen motor vehicle in 
interstate commerce. The commerce power was the basis for the expansion of federal criminal 
jurisdiction in such diverse areas as kidnapping, transportation of firearms by convicted felons, 
and food and drug labeling. 

Beyond the Constitution 

In recent years, federal power has expanded far beyond the intent of the Constitution, not 
only through the commerce power, but also through other clauses such as Article 1, Section 8, 
clause 1, which authorizes Congress to appropriate funds for "the general welfare of the United 
States." Today, few activities of life are not covered by some federal statute or regulation. Under 
Article VI, clause 1, "the laws of the United States which shall be made in Pursuance" of the 
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Constitution are "the supreme Law of the land." In the event of a conflict between federal and 
state authority, or if a federal statute will preempt state law, the federal authority prevails. 
However, most cases do not present a clear-cut demarcation of authority. The coordination of 
federal and state interests would be left to the good sense of the federal and state authorities. 

The facts are not yet sufficiently available on the Waco incident, although serious 
questions must he answered as to the actions and purposes of the federal authorities. In the 
Rodney King case, the second prosecution was. technically constitutional. A due regard for the 
spirit of the double jeopardy clause, however, would argue against such multiple prosecutions, as 
even the American Civil Liberties Union now agrees. If a federal civil rights prosecution follows 
state acquittal in some, but not all, cases in which racially motivated assaults are charged, the 
question arises as to whether or not the prosecutorial judgment is largely political and itself an 
exercise in racial discrimination. That is not to suggest that second prosecutions should occur in 
all such cases, but rather in none, except where the first trial was a mere sham, as it was not in 
the King case. 

The more basic lesson here is that federal encroachment on state criminal jurisdiction is 
an inevitable result of our abandonment of the constitutional mandate for limited government. 

-- CHARLES E. RICE 


GUN REPORT 


Lethal Fumes 

Neal Knox, head of the Firearms Coalition, recently checked the characteristics of the 
chemical irritant CS that the FBI pumped into the Branch Davidian compound prior to the fire 
that wiped out the inhabitants on April 19th. The FBI's stated plan, Knox recalls, was "to pump 
tear gas into each end of the Branch Davidian building in order to drive the inhabitants toward 
the outside door which was in the middle of the building." CS, however, is classified as an 
"irritant" only in low concentrations. Knox notes that in "higher concentrations, such as in a 
building, it immobilizes by nausea, vomiting and vertigo." 

Thomas Charles Swearengen, in his authoritative reference, Tear Gas Munitions, states 
that in "situations where it is desired to drive a mob from an area, the use of CS may hamper the 
movement of the rioters because of the rapid and severe onslaught of symptoms." Knox points 
out that the author is referring to the outdoor use of the substance, while the FBI used it indoors, 
where a gas-immobilized victim (in Swearengen's words) "could possibly receive a lethal dose 
through his own helplessness." 

The Davidian compound was a tinderbox constructed of used lumber, plywood, and 
sheetrock tacked together with tar paper. Its floors were littered with combustibles, including 
bales of hay and the kerosene, gasoline, and propane on which the Davidians were largely 
dependent after electricity was cut off. The potential for fire was obvious from the start, so it is 
pertinent to ask how the CS might have been affected. According to another authoritative 
reference, Dangerous Properties of Industrial Materials, by N. Irving Sax, CS is categorized as 
a nitrile (its technical name is o-chlorobenzylidene malonitrile). Readers are referred to 
"chlorides and nitriles" for further information. Under "chlorides" the text asserts that "when 
heated to decomp[osition] ... they evolve highly toxic chloride fumes." Under "nitriles," it states 
that when "heated to decomp[osition], they emit highly toxic cyanide fumes." 

Another source, the Hazardous Chemicals Desk Reference, by Richard J. Lewis Sr., 
asserts that CS is "moderately toxic by inhalation," and confirms that when "heated to 


decomposition it emits very toxic fumes of Cl [chlorine], NO, [nitriles], and CN’ [cyanide] ." 
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Domestic Disarmament 

May Ist was Regional Gun Turn-In Day throughout metropolitan Washington, DC. 
Sponsored by Citizens Against Gun Violence, its stated purpose was to get weapons out of 
homes and off the streets, and thereby reduce crime and violence. 

Some 306 guns and 550 pounds of ammunition were turned in. Included in the arsenal 
were a derringer that the owner thought was a toy, and a .22 caliber rifle and pistol for which the 
owner had never purchased ammunition. 

There was no evidence that any members of Washington's flourishing criminal 
community surrendered their weapons, although some may have, as sponsors of the event gave 
them a particularly worthwhile incentive. Herbert Rutherford II], U.S. marshal for the District of 
Columbia, told reporters that the police had "no desire to make cases" criminally from the 
confiscated guns and that all weapons would be melted down. Some thugs may therefore have 
turned in guns used in prior crimes, counting on law enforcement authorities to dispose of the 
weapons once and for all in a manner that would preclude any chance of their being used as 
evidence in future criminal proceedings. 

Exercising the Right 

One unidentified 52-year-old DC resident did not participate in the ludicrous 
disarmament drive. On May 3rd, three youths knocked on his door and asked for some water to 
cool what they claimed was an overheated car engine. The homeowner gave them a bucketful 
but, taking no chances, placed the illegal handgun he had secured for self-protection on a shelf 
beside the door. When they returned with the empty bucket, one pulled a handgun and told the 
homeowner to raise his hands, which he did, and in the process retrieved his handgun from the 
shelf. He shot the gun-wielding thug. The two terrified accomplices fled. 

The homeowner called the police, who took the wounded malefactor into custody. Had 
he turned in his gun two days earlier as the anti-gun zealots urged, the homeowner might have 
been seriously injured or killed, and would unquestionably have been the victim of a violent 
crime. 

The police confiscated not only the handgun which the assailant brandished, but also the 
one with which the homeowner defended himself. Authorities have said the latter will not be 
prosecuted for having the gun in violation of DC's oppressive anti-firearms laws. 

Commenting on the incident, the Washington Times noted that "guns in private hands 
can be and are effective in protecting their owners from crime and in preventing crime. Criminals 
know this; they avoid houses and places where they think there are guns. The only people who 
don't know it are the misguided and ill-informed do-gooders who want you to disarm yourself by 
throwing away your guns and making others throw away theirs -- except the real criminals, who 
will not comply with these laws anyway." 

The Great Equalizer 

After the CBS news program Street Stories broadcast a segment on "women and guns" 
earlier this year, producer Jill Fieldstein received a note from a viewer in Nevada, to whom she 
responded on April 29th: "As a card carrying member of the liberal media, producing this piece 
was an eye opening experience. I have to admit that I saw guns as inherently evil, violence 
begets violence, and so on. I have learned, however, that in trained hands, just the presence of a 
gun can be a real 'man stopper.' I am sorry that women have had to resort to this, but ... wishing it 
wasn't so won't make it any safer out there." 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


ECONOMICS Social Security in 
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a Free Market 


Peter Ferrara is one of the nation's foremost experts on Social Security. A graduate of 
Harvard Law School, he has practiced both on Wall Street and in Washington. He has been 
affiliated with several national think tanks, including the Cato Institute, the National Center of 
Policy Analysis, and, at present, the Heritage Foundation. He is the author of Social Security: 
The Inherent Contradiction, Social Security: Averting a Crisis, and Free the Mail, plus 
numerous articles and monographs. Mr. Ferrara was interviewed by Neland Nobel, an economics 
writer for THE NEW AMERICAN. 


Q. Why have you devoted so much of your professional life to studying the Social Security 
system ? 

A. It is such a huge and important part of government, but it is often put off limits in the 
political discussion.-The story of Social Security is really the story of the welfare state in 
America. It is an immense part of federal spending and yet it is little understood and is 
surrounded by its own myth. Few understand how it really works and how big it really is. It is 
now about a third of total federal spending. 


Q. What is wrong with our Social Security system? 


A. The most obvious problem lies in the nature of the pay as you go system -- that is, current 
taxes going to the current retired. The aging of the baby boom, and then the birth dearth behind 
the baby boom, will have a huge impact on the finances of the program. 

There are many other problems as well. Taxes are very high now and must go much 
higher to keep the system solvent. They started off at $60 a year and this year the maximum tax 
is $11,000. We have moved from two percent payroll taxes to about 15 percent. There is real 
concern about how high tax levels will have to go to keep the system solvent, and what that will 
do to the standard of living for younger generations. It is really an issue of personal freedom. 

A worker today could accumulate as much as $500,000 in current dollars, adjusting for 
inflation, if the money paid into Social Security went elsewhere. That is a huge store of funds 
that workers have lost control over. The taxes are so high now that young workers, even if they 
get all the promised benefits, will be receiving a very low rate of return on their investment. 

Q. Social Security supposedly set up three trustfunds: one for Old Age, one for Disability, and 
one for Medicare. What is the current financial status of these trusts funds? 

A. The best way to look at it is to combine them all. If one uses what is called the intermediate 
actuarial assumptions, the combined system will run out of money in 2019. If one uses what is 
called the pessimistic assumptions, it will be out of money in 2007. Looked at separately, the 
Disability portion could be out of money by 1996 and Medicare by 1998. Those are the most 
recent estimates. But they are all financed by the payroll tax, and funds regularly flow between 
these accounts. How solvent these accounts are depends on what actuarial assumptions you use 
in making the analysis and how willing Congress is to raise payroll taxes again. 

Q. My understanding is that Social Security uses three different assumptions. Is that correct? 

A. Yes, they use optimistic, intermediate, and pessimistic assumptions. In the past, the 
pessimistic assumptions have come the closest to the eventual reality. But even under the 
intermediate assumptions, you have tax rates going to 25 percent and 30 percent from the current 
15 percent to keep the system going. Under the pessimistic assumptions, they go as high as 40 
percent. The questions are: How high are we willing to have our taxes raised in order to keep the 
system solvent and what impact will those high taxes have on economic growth and the living 
standard of younger workers? 
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Q. Is the present system fixable? 


A. No, you really can't fix this system. This system is too centralized, too bureaucratized, and 
too politicized. 


Q. Some people are urging means-testing. Would that solve the problems? 


A. It depends on how sharply you are willing to reduce the benefits. What some people see as 
solving the problem consists of altering the universal nature of Social Security -- not merely 
changing the level of benefits that have been promised to people, but denying benefits altogether 
to certain classes of people. This really converts the system into a welfare program. That means 
essentially destroying it as we know it. That is a poor choice in my opinion. If we are going to 
change the system, what I think we have to do is give people the option of going into the private 
sector. 


Q. A number of foreign countries have been allowing workers to opt out of Social Security and 
pursue private sector alternatives. Can you tell us something about them? 

A. In 1981, the government of Chile allowed people to opt out of its state-run system. Workers 
now have a choice of 12 different plans. Less taxes are contributed, more benefits are paid. The 
system is much more flexible and less discriminatory. Over 90 percent of the workers opted for 
the private sector when given the choice and the performance has been better than anyone 
expected. 

About half of all workers in Britain have also moved to private pensions and Singapore 
has some very innovative reforms, including medical IRAs. 

Q. But for the skeptical, the big hangup seems to be how to get from where we are today to 
where we want to be, without defaulting on the benefits we have promised to the current elderly. 
What specific steps could we take today to move from a government-run system to a private 
sector alternative? 

A. You begin by allowing workers to route some of their savings now going into Social 
Security into an IRA-type account which permits tax-deferred buildup of the savings. You give 
workers a tax credit for the contribution to this account. The tax credit is taken against their 
personal income tax, but workers continue to pay Social Security taxes so benefits to those 
currently receiving are not interrupted. Social Security taxes will continue to be paid, and that 
will be offset by the tax credit. 

You then expand the program incrementally so workers can buy life insurance, disability, 
and health insurance. Eventually you permit people a free choice as to how much they will rely 
on their own savings and how much they will rely on the government. 


Q. Are there any concrete proposals currently being debated which would reform Social 
Security along the line you have recommended? 

A. There is a new organization in California called the Self Employment Action Connection, 
whose members want to start this process by allowing people to opt out of Social Security. They 
want to create chapters around the country. I really think reform is going to have to come from 
the grassroots level. I have worked with Congressman J.R. Porter, who has some interesting 
legislation along these lines, but these proposals are not likely to go anywhere until the public 
demands it. 

Q. What about Ross Perot, Concord Alliance, and others who understand that entitlements are 
driving the deficit and that Social Security is the biggest of these programs ? 

A. For the most part, these people are proposing means-testing as a way to cut benefits and 
hence the tremendous expense of these programs. I am not excited about the means-test approach 
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because it basically converts the system to welfare. As I said earlier, this is really a freedom 
issue. Who gets to control these resources, the individual or government? 


Q. Another force in the discussion is the current President and his wife, who are suggesting a 
brand new entitlement, national health care. The funding source seems to have shifted from a 
value added tax to an addition to the current payroll tax funding Social Security and Medicare. 
Could you comment on this plan? 


A. Look carefully at what they are doing as opposed to what they are saying. They say they 
want to expand access to medical care. But in fact they are going to deny medical care, or at least 
the present level of medical care, the highest in the world. They say they want to control cost. 
But what they offer will cost much more than the current system. 

Medical inflation costs have been just as rapid in Canada, the supposed ideal system, as it 
has been here. Many parts of our system are already socialized and that has been what has forced 
costs higher. This is just a big government power grab and it really ought to be a call to arms for 
the public. It is just another area where the government is taking control and removing choices 
currently available to individuals. This is not health reform; it is really just socialism. It has to be 
stopped. 


STRANGER THAN FICTION 


Moth's Best Friend 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) may be the moth's best friend, according to 
a story in the April 24th Wall Street Journal. When the small Vermont-based environmental 
products company Seventh Generation advertised that "Moths hate that fresh woody scent" of 
the cedar blocks it sells, the EPA charged the firm with violating pesticide laws. 

Jeffrey Hollender, president of Seventh Generation, was surprised when the EPA 
declared that companies making anti-pest claims for their products -- even claims for natural 
products such as cedar wood -- must list ingredients, toxicity, and directions for safe use. "All we 
do is sell a piece of wood that you place in a drawer," Hollender explained in vain to the 
bureaucrats. "It's completely non-toxic and we don't add anything at all." 

Final Frontier of Advertising 

Space Marketing Inc. of Roswell, Georgia wants to be the first to put a giant billboard in 
space, according to a story in the San Francisco Examiner. Chief executive officer Mike 
Lawson, who developed the plan in cooperation with scientists at the Lawrence Livermore 
National Laboratory and the University of Colorado, plans to have a mile-long billboard in space 
by 1996. "We could actually fly [McDonalds'] 'Golden Arches' in space," and have it appear as 
large as a full moon, Lawson boasts. Naturally, environmentalists and romantics are incensed 
with the idea. 

Kid Environmentalism 

Mother Jones, the knee-jerk leftist magazine, has discovered a new way to indoctrinate 
children into environmental activism: bribing them with sugary cereal. "Next time your dorky 
mom comes in after shopping for groceries," begins a four-page foldout rating various 
companies on environmental, racial, and other leftist criteria, "and she asks you to put away the 
yucko Shredded Wheat, say, 'Like, I hope you don't actually expect me to eat that stuff when 
there are better products on the market like Froot Loops and Frosted Flakes." 

After Mom's inevitable protest, the kids are supposed to say, "But Mom, this chart in 
Mother Jones shows that RJR Nabisco, makers of Shredded Wheat, has a poor record on the 
environment. But Kelloggs, which makes Froot Loops, gets straight A's." 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


Tachikawa's Toilet Paper 

The Japanese city of Tachikawa has found a unique way to recycle its confidential 
papers. The city is going to dispose of its old classified documents by giving them to Marukin 
Seishi Co., which will convert the papers into competitively priced toilet paper. 

But the TP will not make good bathroom reading. The city promises that its documents, 
including lists of delinquent taxpayers, will be made illegible through shredding and bleaching in 
order to insure privacy. 

Pig Prohibition 

Two residents of Alexandria, Virginia have begun an effort to end the city ordinance 
prohibiting the possession of pigs within the city limits. Under the inspiring banner, "Save the 
Porkway," the two men want to own Vietnamese pet-bellied pigs, which are becoming 
increasingly popular on America's East and West coasts as house pets. 

"I think it is just another example of pork barrel politics," jested city council member 
Kerry Donley during debate on the matter. Of course, the metro-Washington, DC-area city is a 
residence for more than a few genuine pork barrelers in Congress. Perhaps Donley should have 
sought a professional opinion. 

End-Time Environmentalism 

The word may end up glowing in the dark, but our ozone layer will be safe even in the 
event of a nuclear holocaust. The United States Air Force, acting on an EPA mandate, is refitting 
its intercontinental ballistic missiles with "ozone-friendly" cooling systems. Asked by the Wall 
Street Journal why it was necessary to eliminate CFCs from missiles carrying three to ten 
nuclear weapons, an EPA spokesman agreed that the requirement was "ironic," but added, "We 
are not going to make exceptions to the rules for something like this." 

Sleeping Sickness? 

The American Medical Association warns that sleeping may be dangerous to your health. 
According to a report published in the AMA's Journal earlier this year, dreams raise the heart 
and stress rates in people, and may trigger heart attacks in some cases. "Even at 4 in the morning, 
when you think the body should be fast asleep and quiet, everything is pounding away," explains 
the study's author, Dr. Virend K. Somers of the University of Iowa. 

Chicken Pot Pie Defense 

One of the unintended benefits of President Reagan's Strategic Defense Initiative may be 
the ability for food processors to preserve foodstuffs such as chicken pot pies longer without 
freezing. According to an April 13th Wall Street Journal report, scientists have perfected the use 
of pulse energy to kill infecting microbes on the surface of chicken pot pies "for weeks or 
months." A San Diego subsidiary of Philip Morris is pursuing regulatory approval of the device. 
Other companies hope to use pulse technology to cure cancerous cysts and even help stem the 
pesky zebra mussels which have spread throughout the Great Lakes. 

On the other hand, the main purpose of SDI -- defending the United States from missile 
attack -- is no longer being sought by the Clinton Administration. Secretary of Defense Les 
Aspin announced on May 13th that research into an SDI program to protect the U.S. from 
massive nuclear attack would be discontinued because the collapse of the USSR makes such a 
defense unnecessary. 

Bored Stiff? 

Near Escapes, a monthly newsletter published in the San Francisco-bay area, publicizes 
and offers unusual group tours. Among the trips offered, apparently for those with lots of time on 
their hands, are tours of Bay-area architecture, mines, and the barn at a racetrack. "We once went 
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to a mortuary," says the company's organizer Kay Grant of her most unusual tour. "In July we 
are going to a crematorium." 
-- THOMAS R. EDDLEM 


PUBLISHER'S PAGE Help Froma 


Seasoned Insider 


John F. McManus 


It would be comforting to conclude that longtime Republican adviser David R. Gergen 
accepted the call from President Clinton out of patriotic concern for the nation, and that he is 
willing to put aside party loyalties and help a Democratic President because that is what the 
nation needs. But Gergen insists that he is "not a Republican" and never has been. "I've always 
been a registered independent," he told surprised reporters. As for patriotism, the New York 
Times headlined a profile on the newest member of the Clinton inner circle, "A Pragmatist and a 
Master of Image." The Boston Globe labeled him an "Ultimate Insider." 

Political Pragmatist 

David Gergen came to know Bill Clinton at the annual Renaissance gathering held during 
each of the past dozen New Year's weekends at a plush resort in South Carolina. Described in the 
Washington Post as a "new age extended family network," the affair has attracted politicians, 
journalists, liberal activists, even Supreme Court Justice Harry Blackmun. 

When Gergen first attended Renaissance, he was director of communications for the 
Reagan White House. He had previously served as a speech writer for Presidents Nixon and 
Ford. In those posts, he supported views that are opposite Bill Clinton's stated positions on the 
Vietnam War, homosexual "rights," abortion, socialized medicine, and government as the answer 
to virtually everything. It has baffled many Washington observers that this new White House 
"Counselor" -- a much more important post than communications director or speech writer -- is 
now the closest adviser to the President who won the office as the great apostle of change after 
12 years of Republican leadership. 

Since 1985, Gergen has served as an editor and columnist for U.S. News & World Report 
and as a news analyst for the MacNeil-Lehrer Newshour. Originally an admirer of the Clinton 
Presidency, Gergen had joined a growing number of others who turned from a supporter of the 
President to a critic. The President is "lurching to the left," said Gergen in a recent column. (Did 
this highly touted political analyst just discover that Bill Clinton has leftist proclivities?) Then 
after the announcement of his appointment, the new White House counselor said of his new boss 
and of his taking the new job: "If I thought he was careening down a liberal path, I'd have been 
so uncomfortable that I couldn't have done it." Mr. Clinton not careening down a liberal path? 
What further evidence is needed that the description of Gergen as a pragmatist fits? 

Proper Credentials 

In all of the reports and commentaries about this headline-grabbing move by Bill Clinton, 
there was no mention of the Insider credentials of either Clinton or Gergen. The simple 
explanation as to how a former top operator for three Republican Presidents can suddenly take 
on an even more important role for a Democrat is that the two men do agree on major issues. 
They both hold memberships in the Council on Foreign Relations and the Trilateral Commission. 

When Gergen served Republicans, the pace towards the world government and socialism 
of the new world order was steady but slow. Bill Clinton's team of young enthusiasts for the 
same agenda tried to ram it down the throats of Congress and the American people. But 
brashness and round-the-clock youthful vigor did not take. So the real powers behind the scenes 
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-- those who have set America's self-defeating agenda through Republican and Democratic 
administrations via the CFR, TC and other houses of the Establishment -- intervened and put one 
of its seasoned professionals at the elbow of the young President. 

Gergen's appointment amounts to a slap on the wrist for Bill Clinton. Gergen is liable to 
be followed by other professional Insiders, and whether they are Republican or Democrat does 
not matter. The real division in America over several decades has not been between Republicans 
and Democrats, but between the Establishment-controlled government and the bewildered 
American people. 

Friends in the media can be expected to assure the nation that David Gergen has brought 
experience, savvy, and class to the Executive branch. If he makes the Clinton Administration run 
smoothly, he will have performed his job well for the Establishment Insiders. 
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